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ABSTRACT
Testing the Utility of VTR Feedback and Microteaching's
"Respeak" Principle in the Speech Classroom.
(April 1977)
Pieter E. Weiss, A.B., University of Vermont
M. Ed., M.A., University of Massachusetts
Ed. D.
,
University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Robert J. Miltz
The purpose of this study was to test whether or not
the microteaching "teach-reteach" concept and the use of
video tape recorder (VTR) feedback would increase a student's
skill in building sound introductions to informative speeches.
The participants involved in this study were students enrolled
in three beginning speech courses at Holyoke Community College
in Holyoke, Massachusetts. A twelve-point questionnaire was
developed to measure listener, speaker, and teacher reactions
to each speaking presentation.
Procedures .
After all three classes received instruction on how to
compose and deliver an informative speech introduction, each
of the three groups proceeded as follows: Group A gave a
practice introduction which was videotaped. Evaluative
Vlll
questionnaires on the presentation were then filled out
by the listener, speaker, and professor, followed by a
verbal critique, and a VTR replay of the introduction.
Group A was then allowed an opportunity to give their
introductions again (making use of the suggested strate-
gies for improvement) to members of the class who had not
heard their first presentations. This "respeak" introduc-
tion was also videotaped. Summarily the performance was
followed by questionnaire evaluations from the same three
sources, a verbal critique, and a VTR replay. After the
"speak" and "respeak" process had been completed, Group A
delivered ten-minute informative speeches and received ver-
o
bal feedback from both the class and professor. Several
.
Mp_p
r
fe«i later this group gave six-minute informative speeches
Using the same questionnaire only the introductory portion
of the speech was rated by the class, the professor, and
the sneaker himself. The questionnaire results were tabu-
lated and the major portion of the experiment was completed
for Section A.
Section B followed the exact same procedures as Group
A with one major exception -- they were not allowed to give
a "respeak" of their practice introductions.
Group C proceeded as Group A and B but was not allowed
to use either the VTR equipment or the "respeak" technique.
IX
Groups A, B, and C also answered an opinionnaire at
the end of the semester to measure their interest (or po-
tential interest) in VTR feedback, and the "respeak" tech-
nique .
Findings and Conclusions.
Tests were conducted comparing the difference in means
between the scores of the first practice introduction and
the introductory portion of the second speech. The combined
results of "listener", "speaker", and "professor" indicated
that when Group A's "respeak" technique was used, there was
no significant improvement over Group B which used VTR feed-
back, but not the "respeak" technique. However, when spe-
cific questions on the questionnaire were looked at indivi-
dually a statistically significant improvement in the area
of content was noted with the "respeak" group (Group A) as
compared to the non- "respeak" group (Group B). It was con-
cluded at this point that if a speech instructor wants his
students to improve in the area of content, the "respeak"
technique would be advantageous.
Additional tests revealed that the combined results of
"listener," "speaker" and "professor" evaluations indicated
improvement (although not statistically significant ) of
Class B (using VTR feedback) over Class C (not using VTR
feedback). Further tests, however, showed that when spe-
cific questions on the questionnaire were locked at indivi-
Xdually a statistically significant improvement in the area
of speech delivery was noted. The conclusion drawn from
this result was that if a speech teacher wished his students
to improve in the area of delivery, he should use VTR feed-
back.
End-of- semester-opinionnaire results indicated that
after people try the "respeak" technique, and after people
use VTR feedback, they feel it helps them. The opinionnaires
,
however, also indicated that people who have not tried the
above nentioned techniques would rather not use them.
X 1
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
DEDICATION
1X1
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS iv
ABSTRACT
.
. . . . . . .
. V1
LIST OF TABLES
. xm
CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION.
. .... ^
Background of the Study i
The Problem
g
Study Purpose and Design 9
Assumptions 22
Significance of the Study 23
Definition of Terms 25
Organization of the Study 26
II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 18
Microteaching 18
VTR in the Speech Classroom
-39
III. METHODOLOGY FOR COLLECTING AND TREATING
DATA 5 8
Study Questions • • 58
Study Population ........... 59
Instrumentation 63
Procedures • • 6 8
IV. RESULTS OF STUDY 76
Questionnaire Response Tabulations.
. 76
Testing Procedures 81
Returns for Study Question 1 85
Returns for Study Question 2 87
Returns for Study Question 3 89
Returns for Study Question 4 95
End of Semester Opinionnaire Returns
for Classes A, B, and C 99
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary 102
Conclusions 107
Recoromendations
. 109
BIBLIOGRAPHY 115
APPENDICES 124
A. Student Background Questionnaire 124
B. Study Questionnaire 126
C. Study Opinionnaires with Percentage Results 128
D. Overall Average Performance Score Totals
for Section A's Practice Introduction . . 132
E. Overall Performance Score Totals for
Section A's Second Speech Introduction. . 134
F. Overall Average Performance Score Totals
for Section B's Practice Introduction . . 136
G. Overall Average Performance Score Totals
for Section B's Second Speech Introduction 138
H. Overall Average Performance Score Totals
for Section C's Practice Introduction . . 140
I. Overall Average Performance Score Totals
for Section C's Second Speech Introduction 142
XI 11
J. Individual Question Performance Score Totals
for Section A's Practice Introduction .
. 144
K. Individual Question Performance Score
Totals for Section A's Second Speech
Introduction 157
L. Individual Question Performance Score Totals
for Section B's Practice Introduction .
. 164
M. Individual Question Performance Score
Totals for Section B's Second Speech
Introduction 171
N'. Individual Question Performance Score Totals
for Section C's Practice Introduction . . 178
0. Individual Question Performance Score
Totals for Section C's Second Speech
Introduction 185
xiV;
LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
1. Individual Group Treatment. H
2. Student Background Questionnaire Results.
. gp
3. Comparison between Group A and Group B's
Averaged Performance Scores ........ gg
4. Averaged Individual Question Scores for
Group A g q
5. Averaged Individual Question Scores for
Group B 91
6. Comparison between Group B and Group C's
Averaged Performance Scores ... gg
7. Averaged Individual Question Scores for
Group B... 96
8. Averaged Individual Question Scores for
Group C 97
CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study was to test whether or not
the microteaching ""teach-reteach" concept, and the use of
video tape recorder (VTR) feedback would increase a stu-
dent's skill in building sound introductions to Informative
speeches. This chapter, therefore, probes the background
of the study by describing the meaning, function, and pos-
sible connection between the terms "effective public speak-
ing" and "micro.teaching. " The problem, purpose, and design
of this study is then discussed, followed by study assump-
tions. Lastly, chapter one reviews the significance of
this study, defines unfamiliar terms, and gives the reader
a brief overview of the organizational structure of this
study
.
Background of the Study
Although the process of communicating with another
person has been with us since the beginning, people have,
throughout history, misunderstood, misinterpreted and mis-
judged one another as a result of imperfect communication.
Those in the field of speech are continually seeking ways
to imorcve communication as are their contemporaries in
2the field of education. An area in education that has
gained momentum in the past several years for improving
communication has been termed microteaching.
In exploring the area of communication, the terms
"effective public speaking" and "microteaching" are ex-
amined. Armed with working definitions of what these two
terms mean, the importance of these areas is reviewed by
looking at problems in communication and how microteaching
and public speaking deal with these problems through the
use of their respective tools, strategies, and skills.
By probing the potential ties between these two areas one
gleans greater insight into the background of both micro-
teaching and public speaking and the relevancy of each
field to this study.
Effective Public Speaking .
Since everybody perceives his or her surroundings
differently, one can hardly hope to achieve perfect commu-
nication. However, by accurately assessing other people's
frames of reference, one can hopefully evoke meanings in
others that are as closely associated as possible with the
meanings he himself possesses so that maximum understanding
takes place. When this overlap of meaning occurs one can
be regarded as communicating effectively.
Microteaching .
The following hypothetical case will assist in defin—
3ing the term microteaching: John Jones wants desperately
to become a successful teacher and, because of this serious
commitment to his life-long goal, wishes to eliminate any
teaching ''mistakes" before they occur in an actual class-
room setting. As a consequence he engages the services of\
microteaching and practices specific teaching "skills"
under "safe" and controlled circumstances. After picking /
out specific skills he wishes to perfect, he teaches a
ten-minute lesson to a group of five volunteer students.
Predetermined objectives for the lesson have been given to
a supervisor who, along with a VTR, is observing the lesson.
Following the presentation John reviews, with the class and
the supervisor, the strengths and weaknesses of his teaching
performance
.
Thus, a teacher gains constructive feedback from three
different sources: the five students, the VTR, and the
supervisor. He or she is also allowed to "reteach" the
lesson to a different audience making use of the construc-
tive comments received (Allen, 1967). The obvious advantage
here is that one is able to immediately implement suggested
strategies for improvement and compare one performance to
another. As has been mentioned, this concept of microteach-
ing will be one focal point of the study described herein.
Link between Microteaching and Public Speaking .
One major objective of microteaching is to assist
teachers in their quest for "effectiveness" as communicators.
4This objective illustrates an obvious link between micro-
teaching and public speaking training: both are designed
to aid communication so that teachers and speakers accom-
plish the desired response from the audience. In addition
to the purpose of microteaching and the purpose of public
speaking training being similar, there are further ties
between these two fields.
Microteaching and public-speaking training both focus
on organizational skills. Very often when people congre-
gate to hear a speaker or students assemble for class their
thoughts may not be directed to the learning situation. Con-
sequently if a speaker or teacher immediately immerses his
audience in the subject matter, some audience members may
be thinking about the exam they just took, the party they
have planned, or the meal they just ate. When people are
not totally oriented toward what is beginning to unfold,
much information could be missed. As a result, a teacher
might employ the skill of set induction to prepare students
for learning activities and to activate their interest.
The listeners thus become involved in the body of the les-
son. Similarly, the speaker must also, with his introduc-
tion, catch the listeners' attention and interest them in
the material.
With the listeners now involved, both teacher and
speaker attempt to organize the main "body" of their inform-
ation in such a way as to facilitate the digestion of mate-
rial forthcoming. At this point many speakers and teachers
5will utilize main and sub headings
,
internal summaries and
transitions to help their audiences follow what is being
said and to keep things in perspective. A conclusion
(closure) serves to remind listeners of central thoughts
highlighted in the talk.
There are many techniques for capturing the attention
of the audience, for structuring a lesson, and for con-
cluding a class. The purpose here, however, is not to des-
cribe the various possibilities, but rather, to highlight
the relationship between set induction, the lesson itself,
and closure (for a teacher) as compared with the introduc-
tion, body, and conclusion (for a speaker). It would seem
that the function of the structural division for a speech
and for a lesson is quite similar,
Additional skills presently used in the microteaching
setting, and also in the speech classroom, involve actual
presentation techniques. One function of both the micro-
teaching proces's and public-speaking instruction is to im-
prove the communication process. Anyone who has ever sat
in a classroom or listened to a speech has probably misin-
terpreted information, experience boredom, forgotten what
transpired five minutes after the presentation, or become
totally confused. Again, for comparative purposes one
finds such skills as examples, variety, repetition, and
non-verbal communication, used in both the speech class-
room and the microteaching setting.
6One of the objectives of a teacher is to make the
educational process a profitable and enjoyable experience.
By examining the relationship between microteaching and
public-speaking training, this introduction has suggested
a frame of reference which aided in pursuing a study de-
signed to determine whether or not an individual could
become more proficient in delivering introductions with
the assistance of microteaching and video tape recorder
feedback
.
The Problem
Many people who experience the microteaching process
find that viewing their teaching improvement within a lim-
ited time frame can be greatly rewarding. Research states
that knowledge of results is essential if one is to improve
his or her performance (Mulac, 1974), and reinforcement
theory suggests that a more enduring behavioral change
occurs if the reinforcement (positive or negative) takes
place as close to the behavior as possible. In others words,
a student speaker should be critiqued in some fashion imme-
diately after the speech (Ochs, 1968). However, in many
instances
,
even though people are provided with visual or
verbal feedback, they are not allowed to immediately imple-
ment these suggestions for improvement , and it would seem
that reinforcement theory would also be applicable in
this particular instance.
7Video tape recorder equipment has been used quite
extensively in speech classrooms and several studies con-
clude that this type of feedback is far superior to the
traditional verbal critique (Leininger, 1970; Breen, 1970;
Mulac
,
1974). These researchers are to be applauded if
their efforts have
,
in fact
,
contributed to increased
learning on the part of the students. However, perhaps
speech teachers are not including one very important step
in the learning process — that of actually putting the
suggested strategies and techniques for improvement imme-
diately into practice and viewing the results. At this
point one might obviously reply that the suggestions and
techniques can be saved and applied to future speeches.
No doubt they can; however, one finds that the microteach-
ing concept utilizes the "teach-reteach" approach whereby
after teaching a ten-minute lesson, the teacher focuses
on specific improvement strategies and incorporates these
suggestions in a second presentation to another audience.
The second videotape is then compared to the first and
improvements are noted (Allen and Ryan, 1969).
The study concerned the transferability of the micro-
teaching "teach-reteach" principle to the speech classroom
as well as the use of VTR feedback in the same setting.
The 'purpose of the experiment was to determine whether’
or not there were any positive effects on a speaker's
ability to ultimately deliver introductions that were
superior over those speakers not using these techniques.
Typically, in many speech classrooms a speaker is
videotaped, discussion and constructive comments follow
the speech, and the instructor plays back portions of
the speech to highlight and reinforce that which has
been discussed (Rieger, 1973). However it is not until
three or four weeks later that the individual has an
opportunity to put these suggestions for improvement
into practice. Thus, once the speech student gives his
speech and the grade is assigned, any shortcomings must
be corrected in some future performance. The individual
certainly does not run home, throw open the door and
shout, "Mon, Dad, they liked my speech today, but now
I have some new ideas as to how I can make it even bet-
ter! ! Sit down and listen!!" The mere fact that three
weeks later one must present a different speech could
alter, or completely negate suggestions which were only
applicable to that particular topic, or that particular
type of speech.
Practical experience indicates that many speech
students will make many of the same mistakes on their
second speech that they committed on their first. ior
instance, at the conclusion of the first round of informa-
tive speeches it might be announced that the purpose o.l
9the second series of informative speeches is to allow
more practice in the art of preparing and delivering
an effective speech; but more, importantly, the purpose
is to correct any errors made in the first speech and
to avoid their duplication. Invaribly many students
commit the same mistakes the second time around. The
repetitiveness of these mistakes may partially be solved
with the assistance of microteaching.
Study Purpose and Design
As has been indicated, many students are never
allowed an opportunity to immediately rewrite a paper
of repeat oral presentation after receiving suggestions
for improvement. The purpose of this study, therefore,
was to test whether or not the microteaching "teach-re-
teach" concept, and the use of VTR feedback, would in-
crease a student's skill in composing and delivering in-
troductions to informative speeches.
The design of this study included three groups (all
beginning speech classes) with each group receiving dif-
ferent treatment. All groups were exposed through lec-
tures and discussions to those elements necessary for
building sound introductions. They viewed videotaped
examples of good and bad introductions given by former
10
speech students. Having command of the ingredients
necessary for effectively beginning an informative
speech, all classes reviewed a questionnaire contain-
ing those very elements deemed necessary for their
introductions. It was explained that the questionnaire
was to be used to measure audience reactions during their
presentations. This questionnaire had been pretested on
a similar audience to insure its reliability.
At this point each of the three groups was treated
differently, as is illustrated by Table 1.
Group "A" (Practice introduction, VTR
,
and "Respeak") .
This section proceeded in the following fashion.
A practice introduction was given and videotaped, ques-
tionnaires were filled out by students, the speaker and
professor, a critique session followed, and all speakers
viewed themselves on tape. The following time allotment
was reserved for each student:
Introduction 2 minutes
Questionnaire 2 minutes
Verbal Critique 2 minutes
Playback of VTR 2 minutes
8 minutes
After fifteen minutes these students gave a "respeak"
of their same introduction utilizing suggestions for im-
provement made during the first critique session. Ques-
tionnaires were also filled out on this performance by
11
GROUP A GROUP B GROUP C
Experimental
N = 16 N = 19 N = 17
X X X MATERIAL
X X X PRACTICE
INTRODUCTION
X X X QUESTIONNAIRE
X X X VERBAL CRITIQUE
X X VTR
X RE SPEAK
X QUESTIONNAIRE
X VERBAL CRITIQUE
X VTR
X X X ENTIRE SPEECH
PRESENTED
X X X SECOND SPEECH
(Different ToDic)
X X X
QUESTIONNAIRE
(Used only to rate
introduction
)
X X X END-OF-SEMESTER
OPINIONNAIRES
TABLE 1
INDIVIDUAL GROUP TREATMENT
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the speaker, the listeners, and the professor. Hence,
at this point, questionnaire data had been gathered from
not only the first introduction but the revised introduc
tion as well (the respeak). A few days later this group
delivered their entire ten minute speeches and received
verbal feedback from both the class and the professor.
Several weeks later this group gave -six minute informa-
tive speeches, and just the introductory portion of the
speech was rated (on the pretested questionnaire) by the
class, the professor, and the speaker himself. The ques
tionnaire results were then tabulated and the major por-
tion of the experiment was completed for "A" section.
Group "B" (Practice introduction, VTR, no "respeak") .
This section followed the same procedures as Group
"A" with one major exception -- they were not allowed to
immediately repeat their practice introductions.
Group "C" (Practice introduction, no VTR, no "respeak" )
.
Group "C" proceeded as Group "A" and "B" in that
they were allowed to give a practice introduction. How-
ever, they did not use the VTR equipment, nor were they
allowed to give a "respeak" of their practice introduc-
tion .
Assumptions
1. It was assumed that each audience member an-
swered the questionnaires candidly and objectively.
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2. It was assumed that each speaker initiated his
or her best effort in the first performance so as not to
give the false impression that the second performance
was overwhelmingly superior.
3. It was assumed that each audience member, after
having attended all classes prior to the speaking per-
formances, had sufficient knowledge as to the elements
that are essential to successful introductions.
4. It was further assumed that, armed with the
above-mentioned knowledge, each audience member would
participate in the constructive comment session follow-
ing each performance.
5. It was assumed that each of the classes involved
in this study would be similar in terms of intellectual
balance
.
6. Since very few speech classes are offered at
the high school level, and since very few students entered
this course in the past six years having had a course in
speech, it was assumed that most of the students who were
involved in this study had minimal or no prior training
in this particular discipline.
Significance of the Study
If speech instructors are to be responsive to the
students who seek their assistance, a continual search
14
must be made for more effective teaching methodologies.
It is obvious that a grave injustice is taking place when
a student leaves a speech course committing errors in
communication he wished to eliminate. Very often it
seems that just as a student is- confident and comfortable
with suggestions for improving his performance, a grade
has been assigned and the implementation of the strate-
gies for improving his performance are delayed for a
substantial period of time.
By affording students the opportunity to be video-
taped and to immediately try out suggestions for improve-
ment, a genuine effort is made to increase each partici-
pant's skill in building sound introductions. Naturally
all speech teachers have their own style of teaching
which is most comfortable for them. However, as some
advocates of the microteaching process contend, it seems
important that one expose himself to ideas for improving
his teaching while striving to be the kind of teacher he
or she wishes to be (Miltz, 1974). The significance of
this study, then, was to open the door to those speech
teachers who are seeking new insight into alternative
methods for improving their instructional performance in
the field of public speaking.
15
Definitions of Terms
Microteaching
.
(See introduction)
Feedback
. A term used to denote verbal and visual res-
ponses from an audience to a speaker. These responses
may be in the form of a verbal critique or visual play-
back of a student's performance on a videotape recorder.
Verbal Critique
•
This term refers to constructive com-
ments given to each speaker at the conclusion of his per-
formance for the purpose of improvement.
Videotape Recorder ( VTR
)
. A machine which records and
reproduces sound and a visual image on a TV monitor.
Speaker . A speaker refers to those students participat-
ing in this study who deliver speeches to their respec-
tive audience.
Introduction
. This term refers to that portion of a
speech which engages the listener's attention, creates
a desire to listen, and highlights the major areas that
the speech will cover.
Practice Introduction . This term simply means that a
speaker is given a chance to deliver just the introduc-
tory portion of his or her speech to an audience. Fol-
lowing the introduction, the speaker receives feedback
on the performance.
16
_jlej- Cil~^ e <- each" Principle . This term refers to the pro-
cess by which speakers
,
after having given their intro-
ductions once followed by a verbal critique and a VTR
playback, are allowed to repeat their introduction, (with-
in 15 minutes) making use of suggested strategies for
improvement
.
Effect . When students first see themselves on
VTR they are apt to be more preoccupied with themselves
(how they look, etc.) than mistakes they might be commit-
ting. This cosmetic effect can be reduced by increasing
VTR exposure to oneself.
Organization of the Study
Chapter One orientated the reader as to the back-
ground and nature of the topic under consideration. The
problem, purpose, and design of the study were then dis-
cussed along with study assumptions. Chapter One then
dealt with the significance of the study, followed by
a definition of unfamiliar terminology.
Chapter Two reviews relevant literature in the areas
of microteaching and speech instruction.
Chapter Three presents an account of the study popu-
lation involved, an analysis of the instrument used, and
a detailed explanation of the methods and techniques that
17
were used to gather and analyze data in each of the speech
classes
.
Chapter Four is devoted solely to reviewing the re-
sults found in the study.
Chapter Five reviews what the study attempted to do,
summarizes achieved results, highlights conclusions drawn
from this study, and makes suggestions for further research.
18
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The literature pertinent to this study falls into
two areas: the microteaching process and the discipline
of public speaking. In reviewing literature relevant to
both fields, the first portion of this chapter will focus
on how microteaching came into existence and the rationale
for its implementation. Next, the different applications
of microteaching will be explored, followed by a review of
microteaching's effectiveness. Since VTR feedback is gene-
rally an essential element in the microteaching process,
the last half of this chapter will concentrate on the speci-
fic uses of this technique in the speech classroom, high-
lighting and reviewing the many dimensions of the VTR
approach
.
Microteaching
Inception .
Trac i t ional ly , those individuals who wished to enter
the teaching profession were faced with the following se-
quential format: Course work, observation, and student
teaching (Gregory, 1972). However, research indicates
that this particular approach did little to meet the per-
sonal concerns and needs of the beginning teacher (Fuller,
19
1969). Concern over the conventional
has been expressed by many authors of
cifically, Turney, Cliff, Dunkin
,
and
that
:
pre-service approach
microteaching. Spe-
Traill (1973) state
Conventional methods of introducing students
to teaching involve a system whereby student tea-
chers are attached to a school and attempt to im-
plement recommended theories and practices ... Stu-
dents are expected to practice teach in a context
that many find threatening (p. 1).
In addition, Brusling (1974) notes that:
Practice teaching out in neighboring high
schools as preparation for internship teaching
with full responsibility for two classes was
considered ineffective from several standpoints.
It took a lot of time and lacked concrete goals.
The latter meant that the program was difficult
to evaluate correctly, that the student teachers
had difficulty in seeing the connection between
theory and practice and that their motivation
for education was thus low (p. 18).
Gregory (1976), not only troubled by the lack of a satis-
factory transition between theory and practice, also expres-
ses concern over the passiveness of traditional teaching
programs. For example, he states that:
Such a traditional program is insufficient
because it defines much of your preparation for
teaching as passive instead of active, unrealis-
tic instead of realistic, and general instead of
specific ( p . 3 )
.
Although critics of the teacher preparation programs
in this country are not in total agreement as to how to im-
prove the pre— service educational situation, there does
seem to be general agreement that the traditional teacher
20
education programs are grossly inadequate (Rickover,
1963; Connant, 1963; Smith, 1969; Silberman, 1970).
Allen and Ryan in the preface of their book entitled
Microteaching are quick to point out that in the early
60 's many Stanford students, aspiring to become teachers,
were also a bit complacent and disenchanted over the tea-
cher' education program.
Most of the students entered the program for
one reason: State laws required a teaching
credential for school service. Stanford was
a prestigious institution, and hence the study
of education at Stanford was simply the least
unattractive of unwelcome alternatives (Allen
& Ryan, 1969, p. iii).
In 1963, Stanford University's Dwight Allen and Kim
Romney, wishing to instill in students the desire to learn
instructional techniques, produced a demonstration lesson
as an alternative to the poorly received teacher educa-
tion program. To accomplish this end,
The interns were asked to teach a game to a
group of four students. These students were
role-playing stereotyped students: slowpoke,
couldn't care-less, eager, and know-it-all.
The situation was rigged to provide the interns
with a lesson in humility designed to impress
upon them the need to learn instructional
techniques
.
From this extremely artificial situation de-
veloped the concept of microteaching. Instead
of having the students role play, they were
asked to prepare a short lesson of their own
choosing in their subject matter area. Al-
though this procedure was deemed by the Stan-
ford Secondary Education Project staff as an
21
improvement over the demonstration lesson,
xt still seemed to lack direction. What
was missing was the teaching techniques dimen-
sion. In the summer of 1963, Horace Auber-
txne developed the technical teaching skill
How To Begin a Lesson,
' as part of a re-
search study. The interns were instructed
to use this skill in their microteaching
lessons. As a result of this experience,
the .practice of focusing on one skill at
ci time evolved and proved to be quite suc-
cessful. It was decided that for future
microteaching clinics, additional teaching
skills would be developed...
The teaching skills approach is based on
the assumption that by breaking down the
complex teaching act into more easily learned
skills, the teacher can gradually acquire a
repertoire of teaching skills to use in the
actual classroom (Cooper S Allen, 1971, p.
Rationale .
Thus
,
the concept of microteaching was born and
with it came a wealth of rationales for its inception
and implementation.
Many educators feel that microteaching, while not
a total and complete answer to all educational short-
comings, does circumvent some problems that might other-
wise exist. For example, it is a well-established learn-
ing principle that practice is a necessary prerequisite
for many learning activities. However, most beginning
teachers practice on their students and, through a gra-
dual trial and error process, eventually perfect their
teaching skills. Allen and Ryan (1969) make the point
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that microteaching gives the beginning teacher a chance
to practice in a "safe" environment and hopefully elimi-
nate potential teaching errors in the actual classroom.
Limited teacher feedback is also a problem that micro-
teaching helps eliminate. Since supervision is, in many
instances
,
used for evaluative purposes as opposed to
assisting teachers, many teachers rarely look forward
to the sparcely spaced visits. However, Allen and Ryan
(1969) go on to say that "a microteaching clinic can
provide both a good setting for, and a positive approach
to, supervision. The approach is entirely nonevaluative
.
The clinic is. neutral territory" (p. 7). Additional
feedback, naturally, is provided by VTR equipment and
the students themselves; and since the participating
students are not actual class members, constructive
criticism is apt to flow more freely.
Prior to microteaching there were other problems
which were very apparent. For example, if a teacher
happened to discover one of his shortcomings, or decide
that another teaching technique might be more exciting,
he might have had to wait until the next term to imple-
ment the new idea. Again, a sound case and rationale
for microteaching is made in that "instead of having to
wait to try out new ideas, or a supervisor’s suggestions,
the teacher can apply them immediately in a re-teach
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lesson" (Allen 6 Ryan, 1963, p. 8).
Obviously there were some schools before the incep-
tion of microteaching where supervisors did, in fact,
have as their primary objective, the improvement of tea-
chers. However, even the most competent supervisor, be-
cause of the complexities of the teaching act, would "find
it hard to refrain from telling the beginners all that
was right and all that was wrong with their demonstra-
tion lesson" (Allen £ Ryan, 1969, p. 12). Once again,
the microteaching process seems to eliminate this problem
because, as many authors indicate, these same complexities
are severely reduced since the focus is on only one par-
ticular teaching skill (Cooper, 1967; Allen 6 Ryan, 1969;
Bush
,
1966 )
.
Another problem that existed before the introduction
of microteaching (and, in all probability, still exists
today) is how to bring teachers together to discuss what
happens in the classroom. Allen and Ryan (1969) again
build a rationale for microteaching and compliment the
microteaching approach for being a
Catalytic element for bringing teachers to-
gether to discuss professional issues. In
a microteaching clinic the teaching-learn-
ing act is always in the foreground. When
a group of teachers watch a microteaching
lesson, whether for purposes of demonstra-
tion or practice, they have a common expe-
rience to discuss (p. 75).
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Although there is still some serious reservation
as to the worth and usefulness of microteaching (Peck
£ Tucker, 19/3) over one-half of all teacher education
programs presently employ some form of microteaching in
their training approach (Johnson, 1968). An additional
rationale for its value and continuation is provided
by Cooper and Allen who feel that
knowledge and information about performance
aids. the learner (in this case the teacher)
in his acquisition of a teaching skill. The
immediate feedback from videotape recorders
,
supervisors, pupils, and colleagues provide
a critique of the lesson which will help
the teacher constructively modify his behavior
(Cooper 6 Allen, 1970, p, 3).
Several other authors make the point that micro-
teaching involves no role playing and is not an arti-
ficial situation, but rather is real teaching .... involv-
ing a real teacher, real students, and real subject mat-
ter (Allen 6 Ryan, 1969; Allen 6 Clark, 1967).
Allen and Clark lend additional credence to micro-
teaching by emphasizing the fact that the practice tea-
cher can better prepare himself for varying student per-
sonalities by practicing in the microteaching setting--
a setting which fluctuates in student age, intellectual
ability, and background. They also make the point that
this kind of setting poses very little threat to the
beginning teacher and is a low risk situation because
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°f its design and purpose. They feel this low threat,
low risk situation is more conducive to learning since
one's anxiety level is not as high as it might be in
the actual classroom.
Allen and Ryan (1969) reinforce the importance of
microteaching because of its allowance for
,
the increased control of practice. In the
practice setting of microteaching, the ri-
tuals of time, students, methods of feed-
back and supervision, any many other factors
can be manipulated. As a result, a high
degree of control can be built into the
training program (p. 3).
In reviewing John Meier's rationale for microtea-
ching, (1968) he stresses the necessity for the learner's
active participation, since this technique generally leads
to the perfection of skills. He feels that within the
microteaching setting a trainee can overlearn (through
constant repetition if necessary) skills he will eventual-
ly have to use in the actual classroom.
Robert F. Schuck (1971) further provides an inter-
esting rationale for microteaching by comparing it in
terms of educational functions. He feels the traditional
process focuses on the following dimensions:
Substantive (What is being taught) the tea-
ching of more than one concept or skill.
Behavioral (The dynamics of the teaching-
learning act) the implementation of several
teaching behaviors. Environmental (The
physical setting within which the learn-
ing act takes place) this group consisting
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of several students and the class period is
more than 30 minutes in length (p. 33).
.. hese three traditional dimensions are compared to the
microteaching approach as follows:
Substantive
. The teaching of a single con-
cept or skill.
Behavioral
. The implementation of a single
teaching skill.
Environmental
. A class consisting of a small
group of students and lasting for a limited
amount of time. (Less than 30 minutes.) (p. 33).
Allen and Ryan (1969) also make some interesting
comparisons in their argument for microteaching with the
following paragraph:
Other professions have built into their
training programs--opportunities for safe prac-
tice. The law student has his moot court. The
medical student has his cadaver and his rounds
in the clinic. The aircraft pilot has his Link
trainer. The actor has his closely supervised
rehearsals. The beginning teacher, however,
must learn how to teach amid the nurly-burly
of his scheduled classes (p. 4).
Allen and Clark (1967) rely on some fairly well
established learning principles when they make the fol-
lowing statement in their defense of microteaching:
numerous distributed practice sessions would
seem more valuable than fewer, more extended
sessions; immediate supervisory feedback would
be far more valuable than delayed feedback;
immediate opportunity to rectify errors and
weakness would be preferable to extended pe-
riods of living with the weakness (p. 76).
Up to this point only educators have been cited as
to their rationale for microteaching; consequently, a
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brief look at how students receive this concept seems
appropriate
.
In 1965, students participating in the Stanford
summer microteaching clinic were favorably predisposed
toward the program. The questionnaires that measured
student reaction to the program indicated that less than
15% of all participants were dissatisfied with the tech-
nique (Fortune, Cooper, £ Allen).
Students abroad have also been receptive to micro-
teaching as evidenced by questionnaires turned in at:
Stiring University, Scotland, (Perrott £ Duthie
,
1970);
Macquarie University, Sydney, (Turney, 1970); and the
University of Manitoba, Canada, (Wood £ Hedley, 1968).
At Michigan State University, Bloom (1969) also reported
favorable student reactions toward microteaching as did
Ward (1970) with his expanded look at microteaching pro-
grams. When Cooper directed his micronesia program, de-
signed to prepare volunteers for the role of teaching
English as a second language, he found that student re-
action to the program was overwhelmingly positive. He
states :
Despite the difficulties involved, the
volunteers virtually unanimously declared
microteaching to have been an extremely va-
luable part of their training. Ninety-seven
per cent of the volunteers felt microteaching
was valuable or extremely valuable in their
preparation for teaching. Over ninety-five
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percent of the volunteers recommended micro-
teaching experience for future trainees.
The very few who were not satisfied with mi-
croteaching were those who did not have a
regular teacher of English as a second lan-
guage as a supervisor (Allen £ Ryan, 1969,
p. 101).
Another favorable reaction by participants in a micro
teaching setting occured at Florida State University, Tala
hassee. Graduate students in chemistry using microteach-
ing 'as their only means of training were most enthusias-
tic toward the program (Mellon 6 Dence
,
1971).
Applications .
During the past several years there has been much
concern over the fact that college teachers, with their
wealth of subject matter knowledge, know very little about
how to communicate that knowledge most effectively (Heiss,
1970 ; Bleger £ Cooper, 1950 ; Eble , 1970 £ 1971; Brenton
,
1970). Microteaching has gravitated from elementary
school use (Kallenback £ Gail, 1969; Harris, 1970) to
the college ranks and, consequently, many four year ins-
titutions are presently utilizing microteaching to im-
prove the quality of their instructors (Allen £ Ryan,
1969; Borden, 1973). At the University of Illinois,
Perlberg and O' Bryant ( 1968 ) are attempting to improve
college instruction through the use of microteaching and
analysis of videotape. Allen and Ryan (1969) describe
the goal of the program as twofold: First, to see if
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the technique of microteaching could help improve the
relationship between senior faculty members and educa-
tional consultants; and secondly, to employ microteaching
as part of the training of teaching assistants in engi-
neering graphics. The faculty members indicated their
approval of the program and expressed a desire to explore
it further the following year.
Allen and Ryan continue to note the concern over
teaching improvement programs in colleges and report the
following
:
In the spring of 1967 at the request of the
American Society for Engineering Education, Dr.
Merritt A. Williamson, professor of Engineering
Management at Vanderbilt University, conducted
a three-day workshop in Nashville for college
teachers. The three-day workshop was devoted to
lecture-discussion and microteaching. Profes-
sor Williamson followed up the workshop by a
thorough evaluative survey. The survey revealed
that microteaching was judged by the partici-
pants to be a unanimous success (Allen 6 Ryan,
1969, p. 104-105).
Miltz (1974) directed an in-service microteaching
course in Nigeria in response to the drastic need for
more qualified teachers. The participants in the pro-
gram rated the microteaching as very productive.
At Tel-Aviv University, in the Dental Division,
Faculty of Continuing Medical Education, reaction to the
microteaching technique was, as evidenced by the author s
following remarks, quite favorable:
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The microteaching technique seems to have a
special appeal for university teachers ... in-
volvement in the microteaching laboratory has
already encouraged some participants to ex-
press their willingness to also be taped in
their regular classroom. ...( Perlberg
,
Peri,
Weinreb, Nitxan, & Shimron, 1972, p. 48).
In 1969 the College of Notre Dame in California
ran a weekend retreat for its faculty. The purpose of
this retreat was to point up the importance of teaching
by having the faculty evaluate their teaching abilities
through the use of microteaching. Although there was a
great deal of apprehension prior to the program, post-
retreat questionnaires indicated strong preference to-
ward the microteaching concept as a means for improving
teaching (Miltz, 1974).
Ever since microteaching was first conceived, edu-
cators have realized the elasticity of such a concept
and have implemented its use in a variety of ways. The
following accounts are descriptions of the uses and appli-
cations of microteaching.
Initially, microteaching's primary goal was to assist
the intern teacher in his or her acquisition of teaching
skills. However, even though microteaching has been used
most frequently at the preservice level, its use as an
in-service tool, as previously mentioned, has gained a
great deal of momentum over the past several years. Meier
(1968) reports that the Jefferson County, Colorado Extended
combination of microteaching andSummer Program, used a
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team instruction to improve curriculum. Meier also
describes a unique use of microteaching conducted by
the Child Study Institute of Colorado State College.
The program involved early childhood education teachers
nationwide who received instructional training through
the mail. With the aid of microteaching, the teachers
worked on objectives and had portions of the work video-
taped. The tape was then sent to the Child Study Insti-
tute where it was evaluated and sent back to the instruc-
tor (Meier, 1968).
Microteaching has also been adapted and modified to
train Peace Corps volunteers. Allen and Ryan (1969) re-
port that "the Peace Corps has found in microteaching not
only a means for compressed training in the skills of
teaching, but also a way of acculturating volunteers to
their role with children of a foreign country" (p. 4).
Allen Ivey extended the concept of microteaching and
applied it to the training of counselors. He makes the
following statement in reference to the future of micro-
counseling: "Microcounseling training seems to provide
a framework to make professional counselor training and
the training of lay counselors more meaningful and effec-
tive" (Allen 6 Ryan, 1969, p. 109).
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Aubertine (1967) made another modification of micro-
teaching and successfully applied it toward the training
of supervisors. Although the feedback dimension of micro-
teaching is enhanced by the use of a videotape recorder,
some variations of microteaching delete the use of hard-
ware altogether (Lawless, 1971). Other modifications of
microteaching have replaced the traditional supervisor
role with that of peer supervision (Horn £ Wood, 1973).
A very unique revelation in the microteaching pro-
cess took place in Great Britain which involved a "self-
instructional" approach (Perrott, 1975). The University
of Liverpool deviated slightly from the traditional mi-
croteaching approach and had the students themselves
think up training skills (Teather, 1972).
Many schools, for various reasons, have by-passed
the original microteaching idea of using students and
have presented microteaching units to their peers (Webb,
1968; Young, 1971). The medical profession has also ex-
panded on the original idea of microteaching by having
its students play various patient roles. Many students
interviewed their "patients", and, after viewing the
results, have developed new techniques for improving
doctor-patient relationships (Jason, 1967).
As indicated, microteaching has been used and applied
in a variety of ways; however, the application of micro-
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teaching has not been confined solely to the United States.
Such countries as Canada, England, Scotland, Ireland,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Australia, Africa and others
have modified and made use of this unique process (Turney,
et. al.
,
1973; Heaps, 1973).
Thus while microteaching has been employed not only
at various grade levels and has enjoyed world-wide use,
the concept has been applied over a wide range of disci-
plines. Such fields include: Social Studies (Watson,
1972; Oima, 1972; Limbacher, 1971; Altman 8 Ramirez, 1971;
DeLorenzo, 1975; Beattie 8 leather, 1971). Clinical speech
pathology (Boone, 1970), situations where interviewing
skills are deemed necessary (Elsenrath, 1972), and voca-
tional training (Doty, 1973; Christensen, 1969), classes
held by businesses in their training centers (Seaton 8
Maola, 1974), and classes experimenting with the trans-
ferability of the minicourse principle (Langer, 1969).
Effectiveness of Microteaching.
If in fact microteaching can be considered a success-
ful approach to teacher training, its successes would pro-
bably be contingent on many variables. To examine all the
variables involved in this process would be a momumental
undertaking; therefore, the next several pages will review
and highlight some of the major evidence found regarding
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the effectiveness of microteaching as compared to the more
traditional teacher-training methods.
In 1963, Stanford University conducted a highly
successful experiment in favor of microteaching. Teacher
education candidates were divided into two groups—one
group used the microteaching approach while the other used
the more traditional approach to teacher-training. Bush
(1969) reports the following results:
1. The microteaching group performed at a higher
level of teacher competence than the tradition-
ally prepared group.
2. Performance in the microteaching situation pre-
dicted subsequent classroom performance.
3. There was a significant increase in the accuracy
of candidates' self-perception of teaching per-
formance .
4. Candidates receiving student appraisal of their
effectiveness improved significantly more than
candidates not having access to such feedback.
5. Trainees' acceptance of the value of microteach-
ing was high.
6. Three skills subjected to experimental treat-
ment in microteaching produced significant
changes in the trainees' performance (Allen
£ Cooper, 1971, p. 13).
Another study conducted by Kallenbach at San Jose
State College revealed no conclusive evidence of micro-
teaching being superior to the more conventional teacher
training program. However, the one positive point every
involved with the study agreed on was that the micro-one
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teaching approach was overwhelmingly more attractive in
terms of saving time (Allen £ Ryan, 1969).
At Ohio State University, David Wolfe was not only
concerned with the results microteaching produced, but
also with the anxiety and confidence level of students
prior to teaching. The results of his research reveal
that "preservice teachers who have received early direct
experiences (microteaching) report less anxiety and more
confidence than those who have not received such training"
(Wolfe, 1971, p. 227). Florida State University at Talla-
hassee reported "A dramatic increase in the quality of
presentations" given by graduate students in chemistry
who were exposed to microteaching as a teacher training
devide (Mellon £ Dence , 1971, p. 674).
Bell found a higher level of rated performance when
microteaching was used in a student teacher preparatory
program and that there was a higher contribution to gains
in teaching effectiveness than the usual form of prepara-
tion provided by pre-service and student-teaching experience
(Cooper 6 Allen, 1971, 13).
Reed, VanMondfrans and Smith (1970) found similar
results to those described above in that the participating
students exhibited greater teaching skill as compared to
those individuals not exposed to microteaching.
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Kooi, in his Malaysian study, not only found micro-
teaching superior to practice teaching, but also discovered
an effective combination of the two methods--
the sequence, five weeks of microteaching and five
weeks of practice teaching was superior to five
weeks practice teaching and five weeks of micro-
teaching .... which
,
in turn, was superior to ten
weeks of practice teaching (Brusling, 1974, p. 29).
The following abstract adds additional support to the
superiority of microteaching as a teaching skill developer
compared to the conventional student teaching approach.
This experiment was conducted to determine whe-
ther preservice teachers taking a combination of
Minicourses and student teaching (the experimen-
tal group) would develop greater teaching skills
than teachers taking only student teaching (the
control group). Pre- and post-video tapes of
their teaching performances were scored and com-
pared using analysis of covariance It was found
that, compared to the control group, experimental-
group teachers repeated pupil answers less often,
and used more higher-cognitive questions in dis-
cussions. In tutoring sessions, they used more
diagnostic questions, verbal praise, demonstra-
tion techniques, and evaluation. The overall
significance of this experiment is that it serves
as a technique, and Minicourses as an adaptation
of it, can be used effectively, within certain
limits, in training preservice teachers (Shea,
1974) .
In an experimental study conducted at the University
of Connecticut, (Goodkind, 1968), it was found that those
preservice students using microteaching not only displayed
greater insight into the kinds cf teaching technique avai-
lable to them, but seemed to use those techniques more
frequently than the control group. It is also
interesting
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to note that at the University of Minnesota it was only
found that microteaching was a useful means for changing
behavior, but that the behavioral changes were consistant
a year later when the subjects were removed from their
teacher training setting and hired as full time teachers
(Boeck, 1972).
In 1972, students prepared by microteaching were
again compared to students oriented to teaching by the
more conventional approach and Turney summarizes the re-
sults as follows:
A group of elementary student teachers who
had undergone a fourteen-week microteaching pro-
gramme (giving five micro-lessons each, followed
by videotape feedback and self-analysis) per-
formed significantly better than a control group
(which followed a conventional in-school experi-
ence programme) in evaluating the aims, planning
and presentation of a forty-five minute videotaped
teaching sequence. Evaluations were made on the
first three categories of the Stanford Teacher
Competence Appraisal Guide (Turney, et . al., 1973,
p. 4 ) .
In 1968 Emmer and Millett made a comparison between
a microteaching group (experimental) and a conventional
group (control). The following quote which summarizes
the experiment again illustrates the edge microteaching
could hold over conventional methods of teacher prepara-
tion .
The results indicated that the experiment
al grouD was superior in determining readiness,
motivating pupils and evaluating pupil responses.
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They also made greater use of more pupil response
and more pupil initiation than the control group
(Turney, et. al
. , 1973, p. 5).
Additional surveys (Ward, 1970; Schuck
,
1971) have
revealed that preservice secondary education programs
using microteaching are at least equal to (if not more
beneficial) than the traditional approach to teacher
training.
According to Ward (1970) over one-half of all micro-
teaching programs delete the teach-reteach from their approach.
Out of those schools that are making use of the reteach sys-
tem there appears no concrete evidence as to the ideal time
lapse between the teach and reteach. When microteaching
was introduced at Stanford University, the trend was to
"reteach" immediately after receiving a critique of the
"teach". Within such a short span of time very little
behavioral change occured in the student's reteach per-
formance. In 1966 Stanford students were given 15 minutes
after their "speak" to prepare their "respeak". This
longer span of time demonstrated some significant gains
over no break whatsoever (Allen, Fortune S Cooper, 1968).
An hour between teach and reteach was also experimented
with (Wragg, 1971) without conclusive evidence as to the
superiority of this time frame over the 15 minute period.
The Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Develop-
ment found some success with a 24 hour period between the
teach and reteach (Borg, 1970). An entire weeks' interval
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between teach and reteach was also experimented with
(Levis, 1973) but, here again, there was no real evidence
that this longer period of time was more advantageous
than a 20 minute break.
This review of microteaching has attempted to pro-
vide the reader with insight as to how this unique pro-
cess began, various rationales for the implementation of
microteaching, microteaching applications, and an examina-
tion of studies regarding its effectiveness.
VTR in the Speech Classroom
Although research over the past six years indicates
that microteaching has not been directly connected to public
speaking training there have been extensive studie_ involv-
ing the use of VTR in the speech classroom. Since VTR
feedback is usually an important element in the microteach-
ing concept, a review of the successes and/or shortcomings
of this particular dimension of feedback seems appropriate.
In examining microteaching principles that have been
applied in the speech classroom this author will first ex-
plore possible problems which might exist in a classroom
situation where VTR equipment is not available. Next, a
review of potential VTR shortcomings as a means of feed-
back will be discussed. Lastly this chapter will highlight
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the many uses made of this particular area of feedback
followed by findings and conclusions of various researchers.
Potential Problems Without VTR .
In probing possible problems that speech teachers
may be experiencing without VTR assistance, an article en-
titled "Raise Student Speaking Ability Through TV and Video-
tape" (Reiger, 1973) found that speech teachers not using
videotape as a means for feedback were faced with the fol-
lowing problems: (a) "Oral evaluation of the speech must
be immediate," (p. 200). Since many students finish their
speeches just as the bell rings, it is apt to be a monumen-
tal taks if one tries to critique their performance two
days later. The VTR playback, however, could refresh
ones memory and avoid the unnecessary reestablishing of a
speaker's purpose. (b) "Student exposure to successful
speeches is limited to classmate performance," (p. 200).
Again, since many educators feel that students should not
be kept in the dark as to what is or is not a successful
speech a VTR file of good, fair, and poor speeches could
be kept and periodically reviewed. (c) "Routine in the
speech classroom (or any classroom) usually cannot be tole-
rated for any extended period of time," (p. 200). Based
on this assumption, Rieger's findings revealed that "the
VTR provides for creativity, change of pace, fun and relaxa-
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tion," (p. 201) .
Students generally are not convinced that practicing
their speech at home is a necessary prerequisite to suc-
cessful classroom performance. Rieger, however, found
that by actually viewing one's shortcomings on tape the
"need for home practice was reinforced with her students"
(p. 201).
Lack of VTR equipment in the speech classroom might
pose additional problems. Leininger (1970) in her article
entitled: "Videotaped Speech Classes at Oakland Community
College" found that constructive comments from one's peers
were not half as effective in terms of self-motivation as
actually viewing and hearing oneself on closed circuit TV.
In his book Summerhill , A.S. Neill, lends credence to this
particular finding. He states that the need to learn, or
the need to improve must be experienced first before any
real motivation is present (Neill, 1960). Since the VTR
uses one more sense, (that of sight) perhaps this need is_
more strongly reinforced. Leininger further continues to
comment that without VTR a student's motivation is diminished
simply because one cannot actually view his mistakes. To
reaffirm this conviction, she sums up her article with the
following student quotation: "To actually see the
progress
we have made in the course was wonderful" (Leininger,
1970,
p. 29).
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Additional testimony from students in favor of the
use of vTR equipment (as opposed to speech classes with-
oui this type of feedback) is found in a study by Robert
Hawkins and Robert Engbretson conducted at Southern Illi-
nois University. In their concluding remarks they make
the following generalization: "Most of the students
seemed enthusiastic about the use of the playbacks.
This is attested to by the tone of their written evalua-
tion comments at the end of the course" (Hawkins £ Enbret-
son
,
1967, p . 6 )
.
Comparing use of the VTR to its non-use, results
similar to those described before were reached by E.
Roderick Deihl, Myles Breen and Charles Larson at North-
ern Illinois University. They doubted very strongly that
a student could concentrate on the post-verbal critique,
"especially following the mildly traumatic experience of
presenting a speech" )Deihl, Breen £ Larson, 1970, p. 185).
These three men went on to verify student acceptance of the
VTR feedback technique by citing additional findings:
"Henderson at Purdue University and Caton and Featner at
the Air Force Academy found that the students' responses
to taping of speeches were quite favorable" (p. 185).
Student acceptance of VTR feedback is further reinforced
by Adeline Hirschfeld at Oakland University in her conclud-
ing remark: "When students in evaluative questionnaires
were asked for their opinions of the TV experience
,
the
overwhelming response was one of enthusiasm. Ninety per
cent called it enjoyable" (Hirschfeld, 1968, p. 3).
in his doctoral dissertation at the University of Ca-
lifornia at Santa Barbara, Anthony Mulac felt that without
the use of the VTR students were somewhat at a disadvantag
in tjiat their feedback was acutely limited. He says, in
short, that the more complete the feedback, the better the
ensuing speech performance (Mulac, 1974). Authors in the
field of microteaching make similar statements such as,
"Generally speaking, the greater the variety of positive
and specific feedback the student obtains on his perfor-
mance, the better" (Turney, et. al., 1973, p. 24). Mulac
reinforces the idea that "the greater the accuracy of
speech performance and feedback, the greater the degree
of speech skill a speaker will later exhibit," (p. 206),
by citing the following analysis of feedback by Bilodeau:
Studies of feedback or knowledge of results (KR)
show it to be the strongest, most important va-
riable controlling performance and learning. It
has been shown repeatedly, as well as recently,
that there is no improvement without KR, progres-
sive improvement with it, and deterioration after
its withdrawal. . .No other independent variable
offers the wide range of possibilities for get-
ting man to repeat, or change his responses imme-
diately or slowly, by small or large amounts (p. 206)
Mulac' s obvious implication suggests that without
employment of the VTR, our feedback dimension is severely
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restricted. Many students of speech perceive themselves
as looking and/or sounding a certain why when, in actua-
lity 5 their perceptions are far more accurate. One aim
of R. Reynolds at Loras College in Dubuque, Iowa, is to
correct these misconceptions with the VTR. A major goal
°f this particular speech department is "to provide the
student with an image of himself as a speaker which is
closely related to what the audience sees and hears; a
real image which he can evaluate more objectively and
compare with other speakers more meaningfully" (Reynolds,
1968, p. 1). It would seem that Reynolds' idea of giving
the speaker the same "picture" that his audience receives
closely parallels Mulac ' s suggestion that completeness of
feedback is more apt to lead to improvement. The trans-
ferability of the beforementioned point is evidenced in
an article entitled: "The Use of Video Tape Equipment in
Improving Oral Interpretation Performance." The authors
conclude their remarks by saying "televised feedback pro-
vides a reader with his unique reading (speaking) charac-
teristics. It is only when the student sees his communi-
cation as others see it that he really perceives his pro-
blems" (Porter, 1972, p. 105).
Occasionally speech professors are apt to experience
a lull in discussion following a student speech. The rea-
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sons for this occasional "death-like silence" are as fol-
lows: (a) shyness (b) a desire to avoid arguing over an
issue (c) fear of losing a friend with critical comments
(d) fear of retaliation during ones' own presentation.
However, the general consensus among those using VTR is
that discussion following video playback is never lacking
since the speaker himself usually breaks the ice with his
own critical analysis. Reynolds concurs with this assump-
tion when she says
,
At the end of the replay, the student may enter
into the general discussion about the assignment,
about the performances, about the criticisms, or
about the videotaping experience. The discussions
immediately following replays are usually lively,
immensely popular, and - we hope - somewhat help-
ful to the individual. Student opinion of the
video experience is highly favorable" (Reynolds,
1968, p. 3).
In continuing to note possible problems in the speech
classroon without the VTR it has been found that class
attendance actually increases whenever this equipment is
present. Attendance is obviously essential since it pro-
vides the speaker with an audience through which he can
generally determine whether or not his message is getting
through. Also, the added advantage of having a full audi-
ence is a more varied and complete means of feedback.
Research evidence which suggests an increase in attendance
with the VTR is as follows: With this equipment, "the
student is likely to demand even more video time. He
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seldom misses a speech assignment scheduled in the speech
lab" (Reynolds, 1868, p. 3). "Although not statistically
significant, class attendance figures indicated that men-
bers of the videotape group were absent arithmetically
fewer times than audiotape subjects" (Mulac.
,
1974
,
p. 214).
"Unfortunately, I did not plan enough time to allow for
class viewing of all playbacks so we planned a lunchtime
movie and a rough head count showed that 70 out of 97 stu-
dents gave up this hour to see themselves and their friends
(Rieger, 1973, p. 200).
Potential Problems with VTR .
Having reviewed some potential shortcomings of the
speech classroom devoid of VTR equipment, attention will
now be turned to possible drawbacks of this particular ins-
tructional tool. A timing problem is in most evidence when
there are 20 or more students enrolled in a course all wish
ing to have each of their 10 minute speeches taped through
the semester. Even when a portion of the speech is taped,
one has to allow time for questions and constructive com-
ments after the presentation along with the playback it-
self.
The mechanics involved in the operation are apt to
act as a deterrent to even the most condencending of tea-
chers. Equipment set-up and take-down, improper lighting,
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special problems and occasional malfunctions all add fuel
to the fire of frustration. Even if the speech is taped
in the AV studio, this necessitates a change in the normal
classroom environment which could possibly shake one's
confidence. Indeed, a normal communicative act would not
seem to consist of bright lights, a running camera, a
dangling microphone around one's neck (or instructions not
to move too far from the stationary mike) and a professor
in the back of the room madly taking notes with one hand
while zooming in with the other.
Some researchers feel that anxiety levels increase
with self-confrontation which, in turn, may have negative
impacts on the effectiveness of one's performance (Neilson,
1964). The mere fact that there is some evidence which
suggests that videotape feedback could be stressful (de-
pending on one's attitude, etc.) certainly warrants further
investigation and validates mentioning this as a possible
drawback to VTR use.
Various Uses of VTR in the Speech Classroom.
With this brief look at questionable sides of VTR
deployment, an examination of how researchers have used
this instrument in their speech classrooms seems appropriate
.
John Bittner in an article entitled "Video Tape in
the College Classroom" writes that "the VTR is an essential
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element in our speech classrooms because of the distinct
necessity for comparing speaking ability at the beginning
of the semester with one's speaking problems at the con-
clusion of the course" (Bittner, 1971, p. 173). In short,
a student's performance is recorded so that positive and/
or negative changes can be noted on the screen and adjusted
accordingly. On the other hand, this method of taping
speeches early in the semester proved unsatisfactory for
one speech class at Oakland Community College since some
students registered late and missed the first taping.
Another disadvantage of taping the first speech was the
shock to the student who was just adjusting to a new and
perhaps dreaded class. Facing strange people is difficult
enough without looking into a camera as well" (Leininger,
1970, p. 30). Consequently, instead of taping speeches
from beginning to end as Bittner did, the Oakland students
taped their second speeches, (after which time people had
become accustomed to their surroundings) set their goals
accordingly, then taped their next to last performance
leaving time for final improvement.
John Henderson of Purdue University also encourages
videotaping the second speeches since, at that point,
"the students are over the initial criticism of their
delivery" (Henderson, 1964, p. 53). Other speech authors
haved agreed that taping one's first performance is rather
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overwhelming and suggestions for elevating this initial
shock range from simply panning the audience the first
few sessions, taping class discussions, or recording
short impromptu speeches. The obvious implication here
is that, to lesson anxi.ety people should be gradually
introduced to what has sometimes been labeled, "A trau-
matic experience."
Stop action Bittner suggests can be quite beneficial
"for analysis of facial expressions and visual communica-
tive qualities. The same principle can be applied to the
use of gestures by concentrating the camera on the move-
ment of the hands and arms" (Bittner, 1971, p. 173).
Another interesting dimension of VTR use can be accomplished
through video tape recording.
Audience reaction to a given speech or lecture
can also be vividly recreated through the use of
video-tape recording. By directing the microphone
toward the speaker and the camera toward the audi-
ence, the visual responses of the audiences can be
recorded in perfect synchronization to the speaker's
remarks. The individual is thus provided with a
means for future analysis of his audience and is
able to see those reactions which were not observed
during this actual speech" (Bittner, p. 173).
In his article Bittner further elaborates on what Rie-
ger pointed out earlier in this paper -- the fact that the
additional use of the VTR can be utilized in providing
speech models. Incorporating VTR in classroom activities
can take much of the guesswork out of what is regarded as
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a successful speech. Bittner also suggests that "poor"
speeches be recorded and analyzed by the class to deter-
mine why the presentation was unsuccessful and how it can
be improved. The idea of using videotaped speeches as
model presentations is not a new one. Southern Illinois
University uses informative speeches to "aid in training
teachers and students to rate speakers" (Kobler, Barker,
6 Enoch, 1967, p. 275). At Ohio State University James
Gibson in his article "Using Videotape in the Training
of Teachers," demonstrates possible uses of model tapes
by suggesting that:
the instructor should select one of the taped
speeches rated GOOD, one rated AVERAGE, and one
rated POOR to project for the class. During the
showing of each of the types the instructor
should stop the tape when a behavior critical
to effective communication is exhibited by the
speaker. When the difficulties occur, the instruc-
tor should describe the nature of the problem and
relate it to total speaking performance. Both po-
sitive and negative behaviors should be identified"
(Gibson, 1968, p. 1).
Additional weight is given to the idea of viewing VTR of
classmate performance by Adeline Hirschfeld who found
that "repeated observations and identification of speech
criteria in classmates' speeches were sound learning ex-
periences for beginning speech students" (Hirschfeld,
1968, p. 3).
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In addition to using videotape to provide students
feedback concerning effective or inappropriate speaking
behaviors exhibited by others, the question often arises
as to when one's playback should be seen. One possible
use of VTR is to delay playback until all speakers have
performed. Reynolds suggests that a lapse of time might
be helpful to "increase the probability that our evalua-
tions will be more balanced and thorough" (Reynolds, 1968,
p. 2). Objectives of the assignment can be reviewed
(similar to the microteaching approach) prior to the ini-
tial showing and occasionally the audio portion of the
tape can be reduced to allow "running comments" by the
audience. The tape can be periodically stopped to enter-
tain comments, or sped up to eliminate those portions of
the speech that do not necessitate review. Reynolds theo-
rizes that if a student "sees and hears himself and simul-
taneously hears commentary on what he is doing or how well
he is doing it, he will more easily identify his personal
practice with the general theory of speech making. Also
he does more than merely half-believe our post-speaking
comments" (p. 2 )
.
Reynolds delayed playback is strongly argued against
by Donovan Ochas in his article "Videotape in Teaching Ad-
vanced Public Speaking." Ochas believes that reinforcement
should be immediate. The longer the feedback is postponed
the less impact it has. In advancing this position he
states, "Reinforcement theory would suggest that a more
enduring behavioral change occurs if the reinforcement
(positive or negative) takes place as close to the beha-
vior as possible. In other words, a student speaker
should be critiqued in some fashion immediately after he
speaks" (Ochs, 1968, p. 1).
Although there are speech teachers who insist that
the speaker view his video replay privately, the vast
majority of those using video feedback encourage immediate
reply with class discussion. At Wayne State University,
Adeline Hirschfeld found that classmate evaluation helped
dissipate the initial shock and disappointment people ex-
perienced upon viewing their speaking performance. Fol-
lowing each performance Hirschfeld noticed that the speak-
er's resulting in a bolstering of speaker confidence.
Students found class appraisals helpful and "became more
aware of the essential elements of a good speech" (Hirsch-
fled
,
1968, p. 3).
Findings and Results of VTR Use in the Speech Classroom .
Having reviewed the many and varied uses of the VTR
in speech classrooms this study will now familiarize the
reader with findings and results of VTR feedback in this
discipline. Research literature suggests that if a speaker'
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delivery is blemished with nonfluencies
,
his credibility
suffers, which, in turn, could have a negative effect on
the impact of the speech (Breen, 1970). Breen (Media
Dept.) and Deihl (Speech Dept.) both of the University
of Northern Illinois designed a study involving 110 be-
ginning speech students to see if TV playback with teacher
comment would help reduce the number of nonfluencies. In
their study, they point out that "nonfluency almost cer-
tainly is a measure of anxiety, and anxiety inhibits
effective trainee performance" (p. 30). Using various
control groups and employing nonfluency as their indicator
or measure, they concluded that: "the best possible means
of lessening anxiety and getting good student performance
is to videotape the performance, play it back, and have
a teacher comment on it. The most anxiety provoking treat-
ment is the one in which we gave no feedback whatsoever--
no videotape recording, no comment, no playback." In
another article concerning the same study, the authors
summarized their finding as follows: "When TV was com-
bined with teacher criticism, the results were fewer non-
fluencies when compared with TV playback with no criticism.
The Fundamentals of Speech instructor can, it seems, make
valuable use of video tape playbacks of speeches when he
also includes some form of comment and analysis" (Deihl,
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Breen, £ Larson, 1970, p. 189).
In his doctoral dissertation Anthony Mulac examined
the acquisition of speech skills using three types of
feedback: VTR, audio, and verbal. As was the case with
Breen's study, class and teacher comment followed the play-
backs, but Mulac ' s hypothesis stated: "Students who view
videotape recordings of two of their own class performances
will demonstrate greater speech skill in post-test speeches
than students who hear audiotape recording of two of their
class performances" (Mulac, 1974, p. 213). His overall
conclusion is as follows:
In summary, videotape feedback caused a meaning-
ful increase in student acquisition of speech
skill. Students receiving videotape replay de-
monstrated significantly greater skill in oral
communication at the end of the course than stu-
dents receiving audiotape or no electronic re-
play. Measurements proved highly reliable and
thus give substance to this finding. Further,
videotape students improved an average of forty
percent more than their counterparts in overall
speaking ability. Within the limits of the sub-
jects and design employed, this study clearly
shows the superiority of videotape feedback over
wither audiotape or no electronic feedback"
(p. 214).
James McCroskey and William Lashbrook at Illinois
State University give positive endorsement to the idea of
focusing the VTR on one's audience. Their findings are
summarized as follows: "Videotape playback of student
communicative acts which focuses on the audience and is
55
accompanied by instructor and student discussion and cri-
ticism can make a positive contribution toward increasing
students' insight into the communication process and
focusing their attention on their audience and the con-
tent of their messages" (McCroskey £ Lashbrook, 1970, p.
205 ) .
Robert Hawkins and Robert Engbretson conducted an
experimental study at Southern Illinois University to
determine if the use of video-playback (as opposed to non-
use of playback) would contribute to an increased under-
standing of the principles of good speech, or to a signi-
ficant improvement in speaking performance. Their study
involved underachieving, culturally, socially, and econo-'
mically disadvantaged students and revealed that the video
playback did not have any positive result. The authors
offer several reasons for the poor results. They state
that subjects were very uncomfortable while on camera,
negatively predisposed toward viewing the playback in class,
and overrated their performances on self-evaluation forms
(Hawkins & Engbertson, 1967, p. 7). Negative returns on
video playback in the speech classroom have also been
reported by E. 3. Bradley in his study entitled "Experi-
mental Study of the effectiveness of the Video-Recorder
in Teaching a Basic Speech Course." He states that the
use of the video tape recorder in a beginning speech course
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"does not have a significant effect on the student's:
(a) ability to recall theoretical principles taught in
the course, (b) speaking ability, and (c) attitude toward
the course (Bradley, 1970, p. 161). It is interesting to
note, however, that Bradley had his students view the play-
back at a later date. His timing for playback seems to
be in conflict with the theory that reinforcement should
be immediate regardless of whether it is positive or ne-
gative, since it generally has a more lasting effect than
delayed reinforcement.
It would seem that much of the evidence researched
illustrates that simply having the VTR equipment in the
speech classroom to use as one deems appropriate is not
necessarily going to produce positive results. Rather,
it is how one chooses to employ this type of feedback
that will make the difference. In short, as Robert Byers
from the University of Montana suggests in his concluding
remarks concerning VTR use
,
"As long as we bear in mind
that the method in this case is more important than the
tool, I think we will be able to produce students and re-
sults which will justify the total VTR use" (Byers, 1973,
p. 18).
By reviewing the process of microteaching and VTR use
in the speech classroom, the investigator has attempted to
provide the reader with an overall perspective on both
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fields in order to comprehend the relationship of each
area to this study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY FOR COLLECTING AND TREATING DATA
The purpose of this study was to test whether or not
the microteaching "teach-reteach" concept and the use of VTR
would increase a student's skill in building sound intro-
ductions to informative speeches. The general hypothesis
stated .that there would be increased improvement of a student's
skill in building sound introductions to informative speeches
when the microteaching "teach-reteach" concept and the use
of VTR were applied to the instruction of public speaking.
Study Questions
This study attempted to answer the following questions:
1. Did Class "A", using the microteaching "respeak"
principle with VTR feedback, improve significantly overall
as compared to Class "B" which used everything except the
"respeak"
.
2. Did Class "A", using the microteaching "respeak"
principle with VTR feedback, improve significantly in certain
categories of questions as compared to Class "B" which used
everything except the "respeak".
3. Did Class "B", using VTR feedback, improve signifi-
cantly overall as compared to Class "C" which used everything
except the VTR and "respeak".
59
4. Did Class "B", using VTR feedback, improve signifi-
cantly in certain categories as compared to Class "C” which
used everything except the VTR and "respeak."
This chapter describes in detail, the methods and techni-
ques used to collect data to answer the above questions.
In describing the procedures used in this study, this chapter
first orientates the reader as to the subjects involved
(STUDY POPULATION). Secondly, the questionnaires used in
the experiment are discussed (THE INSTRUMENT); and lastly,
what each individual class covered is specifically described
(PROCEDURES)
.
Study Population
As was indicated in Chapter One, three beginning speech
classes were involved in this study conducted at Holyoke
Community College. The investigator has taught this parti-
cular introductory course for the past seven years. During
this time, it has been found (through the use of student
questionnaires) that most students entering Speech 120 have
never been enrolled in prior speech classes. The students
involved in this study were found to be typical of former
students in that they also had received little or no
previous training in public speaking. Thus, these three
groups were not treated any differently than prior Speech 120
enrollees. As mentioned earlier, the students were randomly
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assigned by the registrar and were totally unaware that a
study would be taking place. No students dropped the course
as a result of the study, nor were any recruited for the
experiment. In short, the entire approach to the semester in
which this study took place was normal and typical of previous
semesters
.
On the first day of the semester, the questionnaire in-
cluded in this document as Appendix "A" was administered to
identify similarities and differences between classes as well
as to gather information regarding the individual students
in each of the classes, The completed questionnaires were
collected, and the data compiled produced the forthcoming
information in Table 2. Table 2 has been arranged according
to the sections involved in the study and identifies those
students in the following categories:
Number of people in class, number of males, number of
females, mean age, median age, number of people who have had
previous training in speech, class meeting time, number of
people transferring to a four-year college, number of people
who took a college curriculum in high school, number of fresh-
men, number of sophomores, number of students with part-time
jobs
.
The students involved in this study were assigned by the
registrar and, since most of the curricula at Holyoke Community
College require Speech 120, the majority of those who partici-
Section
A
Section
B
Section
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pated in this study were fulfilling a requirement
.
In an
attempt to further identify similarities between each of the
three groups
,
the S.A.T. scores were collected from the
registrar and tabulated as follows:
Section "A" Section "B" Section "C M
250 438 350
380 320
360 320 370
470 450 440
340 481 610
620 370 510
570 440 400
480 340
580 290
322 420
450 350
360 370
420
427 417 405 MEAN
132 .
3
80 . 3 85 .
6
STANDARD
DEVIATION
The means of the three samples are 427, 417, and u 05
with standard deviations of 132, 80, and 85 respectively. Since
the difference between each pair of means is less than the
standard deviation of any of the samples, it can be reason-
ably concluded that the samplesare from the same population.
In short, the intellectual capabilities of all three groups
appears to be capatible.
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Several students in each of the three classes had not
taken their S.A.T. exams at the time of this study and there-
fore their scores could not be included in the experiment
.
However, it is assumed that those students without scores did
not differ significantly in their intellectual capabilities
from the other students and, as a consequence, would not have
altered the study results.
Judging from the comparisons on the preceeding pages
,
it
seems apparent that all three groups involved in this study were
also fairly compatible in terms of numbers, age, sex, prior
speech training, and education goals.
Instrumentation
The instrument used in this study was a 12-point ques-
tionnaire designed to yield feedback on the effectiveness of
informative speech introductions. Prior to the semester in
which this study took place, the questionnaire was pretested
on a summar school audience to determine whether or not the
class understood how it was to be used. This investigator found
the summer school course to be very typical of any beginning
Speech 120 class as evidenced by questionnaire results compiled
on this class at the beginning of the semester. After explain-
ing and clarifying each of the questions on the instrument,
the investigator conducting this experiment reminded the stu-
dents that the answer category on the extreme left was "ex-
cellent" and the extreme right was "very poor."
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Example of original categories
:
excellent very poor
After this brief explanation, one person then delivered
the introductory portion of his speech. After one trial run,
students complained that since there were no values assigned
to the categories between "excellent" and "very poor", they
found it difficult to answer the questions. It was, therefore,
suggested that it would be easier to answer the questionnaire
if the value assigned to each category (that is, excellent,
very good, etc.) was recorded under each of the choices.
Example of corrected categories
:
excellent very good good average below poor very poor
average
After this modification was made, additional introductions
were given and the students found that each question could be
answered more easily and quickly, at which point the class
and professor concluded that the instrument was satisfactory
in every respect. In examining the instrument itself it seems
appropriate that each question be reviewed separately so as
to establish the reason for its inclusion.
Instrument Questions .
Did the introduct ion secure attention and arouse interest ?
Many audience members, although they are physically pre-
sent, are not necessarily sitting on the edge of their
1 .
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sears eager for the speaker to commence. Therefore,
it is most advantageous for a speaker to immediately
catch the listener's attention and radiate the im-
pression that what is about to unfold is going to be
of interest. Listeners who are not paying attention
from the start often drift into the speech several
minutes late and consequently are apt to miss infor-
mation which was vital to the entire presentation.
2 . Was the proposition of the speech well defined and clear ?
This question is of paramount importance since it ill-
ustrates that a speaker's purpose should be made
clear in the introduction to a speech. Without this
technique, listeners are often confused as to the
central theme of the presentation - the result of
which could be frustration and loss of interest.
3
. Did the introduction relate the subject to the needs of
the audience ?
Many times a listener will not involve himself in a
speech because he feels the topic does not concern
him personally. A speaker should, therefore, make the
connection between the subject matter and how it re-
lates, directly or indirectly, to each member of the
audience. This technique is very apt to enhance ones'
motivation to listen.
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4 . Was the introduction relevant to the subject ?
Occasionally a speaker's introduction does not have
a direct bearing on the main subject matter to be
discussed in the body of the speech. As a conse-
quence of this misdirection, confusion is apt to
result on the part of the listener.
5 . Did the speaker arrange his initial summary in such
a way that you knew precisely what points he would
cover in the body of the speech ?
Just prior to the actual body of an informative
speech, the main subject divisions of the presenta-
tion are usually listed. This technique serves to
orient the listener to the exact areas to be dis-
cussed. Since audiences usually do not receive
copies of speeches
,
this strategy generally elimin-
ates organizational confusion on the part of the
listener
.
6
. Did you feel the timing of the introduction was
appropriate for the topic ?
The major disadvantage of a long, drawn-out intro-
duction is listener restlessness - which could, in
turn, lead to disinterest. On the other hand, if
an introduction is too short , and listeners are not
properly orientated, confusion could result.
7-12 . Rate the speaker's delivery in terms of the follow-
inS : Eye Contact, Posture, Gestures, Conversational
Voice, Distinct Voice, Pronunciation
.
Although questions 7-12 do not deal specifically with
the organizational structure of the introduction, they do play
a vital role in determining whether or not the introduction
is, in fact, successful. For example, a speaker could com-
pose, on paper, what might be termed a "perfect introduction".
However, if the entire introduction was mumbled, or if other
delivery errors were committed, the effectiveness of the
introduction would certainly be in question.
As indicated, the questionnaire response choices ranged
from "excellent" to "very poor", with a total of seven cate-
gories in all. This scale is referred to as the Likert
technique - where each choice is assigned a numerical worth
(in this case "excellent" having a value of 7, and "very poor"
having a value of 1) and the measure of attitude is obtained
by summing over items. This technique was used because of
its construction simplicity, and its wide range of response
categories which allowed students to accurately indicate
their interpretations.
The instrument under discussion was administered in this
experiment as follows:
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1. Group "A" (Practice Introduction, VTR, Respeak)
received and answered the questionnaire after: their prac-
tice introduction, the "respeak" of their practice introduc-
tion, and their second information speech.
2. Group "B" (Practice Introduction, VTR, No Respeak)
received and answered the questionnaire after their practice
introduction, and following their second informative speech.
3. Group "C" (Practice Introduction, No VTR, No Respeak)
also received and answered the questionnaire after their
practice introduction, and following their second informative
speech
.
Procedures
This portion of Chapter Three will deal specifically
with how each of the three study groups proceeded throughout
the semester. To assist in clarifying how these groups were
treated, and to give the reader an overview of this experi-
ment, refer to Table 1.
The semester began with each of the three groups being
exposed to the many elements deemed necessary to speak effect-
ively in public. After several weeks of lectures, discussions,
group work and impromptu speaking, a unit was presented to all
three groups on the make-up and composition of an informative
speech. Included in this unit was essential information
necessary for effectively building a sound introduction to
an informative speech. Also included were video-taped examples
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of good and bad introductions given by former speech students.
At this point in the study , approximately four weeks had
passed and each of the groups had been approached identically
with one minor exception--Group "A" and Group "B" (the two
groups who used VTR in the experiment) did receive some exposure
to VTR during the impromptu speeches in order to reduce the cos-
metic effect. At this junction each of the groups received
different treatment.
Group "A" (Practice Introduction, VTR, Respeak) .
Students were asked to deliver just the introductory
portion of the ten-minute speech they had prepared. Prior
to the day they were to deliver their presentation each
member of Section "A" was assigned a letter (A-P) and attendi
one-half of the class period in accordance to the following
scheduling chart
:
Monday
8:00 A, B, c. "SPEAK "
D, E, F, G, H, I, J , LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8:30
8:30 A, B, c, "RESPEAK"
K, L, M, 0, P, Q, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9:00
Wednesday
8:00 D, E, F, "SPEAK"
A, B, c. G, H, I, J , LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8:30
8 : 30 D, E, F; "RESPEAK"
K, L M, N, 0, P, Q, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9:00
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Friday
8 : 00 G 5 H, I, "SPEAK"
A, B, C, D, E, F, J, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8 : 30
8 : 30 G, H, I, "RESPEAK"
K, L
^
M, N, 0, P, Q, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9 : 00
2nd Monday
8:00 J, K, L, "SPEAK"
A, B, c. D, E, F, G, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8 : 30
8:30 K, L, "RESPEAK"
H, I, M, N, 0, P, Q, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9 : 00
2nd Wednesday
8:00 M, N, o, "SPEAK"
A, B, c, D, E, F, G, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8 : 30
8: 30 M, N, 0, "RESPEAK"
H, I, J, K, L, P, Q, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9 : 00
2nd Friday
8 : 00 P, Q, "SPEAK"
A, B, c. D, E, F, G, H, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 8:30
8 : 30 P, Q, "RESPEAK"
I, J, K, L, M, N, o, LISTEN AND LEAVE AT 9:00
Each student was then videotaped while delivering his or her
introduction to the audience. Following the presentation,
the speaker
,
each member of the audience, and the instructor
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filled out the familiar questionnaire and recorded their
impressions of the performance. The anonymous questionnaire
was then collected by the professor and a short verbal cri-
tique took place, highlighting the strong and weak elements in
the presentation.
Following the verbal analysis, the class viewed the VTR
playback, making visual note of the successes and shortcomings
involved in the speech. The following time allotment was
reserved for each student.
Introduction 2 minutes
Questionnaire --- 2 minutes
Verbal Critique 2 minutes
Playback of VTR 2 minutes
8 minutes per student
It should be noted at this point that the above time
breakdowns were conservative and students were informed as to
the crucialness of of being prompt and working within the
designated time frames.
After the abovementioned eight minutes had passed, a
second and third speaker went through the same procedure. At
this point three students had:
1. given their two-minute introduction
2. filled in a questionnaire (along with the
rest of the class and the professor)
3. listened to (and perhaps participated in) the
verbal critique
4. viewed themselves on videotape.
72
Since each speaker took a total of approximately eight
minutes, three speakers were able to finish their "speak"
(introductory) session before the first half of the class
left and the second half of the class arrived. When the
second half of the class did enter, each of the speakers in-
volved regave their same introduction in the "respeak"
session utilizing suggestions for improvement made during the
first c'ritique session. This second performance was broken
down in the same time segments:
"Respeak" Introduction 2 minutes
Identical Questionnaire 2 minutes
Verbal Critique 2 minutes
Playback 2 minutes
At this point the class period was over and the three
speakers had totally completed their "speak-respeak" assignment.
Also, questionnaire data had been collected on the three
speakers from the following sources:
1. the professor
2. audience members
3. the speaker himself
Since this speech class had a total enrollment of sixteen
students, and three students completed their assignment each
class period, the "speak-respeak" end of this study was
terminated at the end of two weeks, or approximately six class
meetings
.
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Group A" then went ahead and delivered their entire
ten-rninute speeches which included the introduction they had
practiced in the "speak-respeak" session, plus the body and
conclusion of the speech.
This speech was followed by a verbal critique, plus a
written evaluation (with a grade) from the professor. These
students were then assigned a short six-minute informative
speech with specific instructions to correct any errors com-
mitted in the "speak-respeak" session as well as avoiding the
duplication of other speaker's mistakes. Following every
speaking performance, the questionnaire (on the introductory
portion of the speech) was completed by each class member, by
the professor, and by the speaker himself.
After the questionnaires on the six-minute informative
speeches were collected, the experimental phase of this
study was considered concluded for Section "A". Soft data
was later gathered from Section "A" to measure their interest
in the VTR and the "respeak" session.
Group "B" (Practice Introduction, VTR, No "Respeak") .
This section followed the same procedures as Group "A"
with one major exception--they were not allowed to do a
"respeak" of the introductory portion of the speech. As men-
tioned earlier. Groups "A" and "B" were both exposed to VTR
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feedback on several occasions (prior to their introductions)
to help reduce the cosmetic effect. It should be noted here
that several students in both classes were familiarized with
running the VTR equipment early in the semester. Thus, when
it came time to videotape the practice introductions the
professor was free to record his impressions of the performance.
During the playback of the introductions
,
students and speaker
alike o'ften asked the VTR operator to freeze the picture
while they made a comment about the presentation.
As was the case with Group "A", several weeks later
Section "B" delivered their short speeches and again, the
professor, the class, and the speaker rated the introductory
portion of the speech.
Toward the end of the semester, soft data was also
gathered from Section "B" to measure their reactions to the
VTR, and also to determine their possible interest in a
"respeak" session.
Group "C" (Practice Introduction, No VTR, No Respeak) .
Group "C" also proceeded by delivering just the intro-
ductory portion of their speech. However, their introductions
were not videotaped (as had been the case with Groups "A" and
"B") nor did they have a chance to immediately give a respeak
of their introduction (as had been the case with Group A )
.
Following the introductory portion of the speech, the speaker,
each member of the audience, and the instructor filled out
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the familiar questionnaire to record their impressions of the
introduction. The anonymous questionnaire was then collected
by the professor followed by a short verbal critique which high-
lighted the strong and weak elements in the presentation.
After all students had completed their practice intro-
duction, Group "C" delivered their entire ten-minute speeches
which included the introduction they had previously given,
(and possibly revised in accordance to the comments during the
critique session) plus the body and conclusion of the speech.
This speech was followed by a verbal critique, plus a written
evaluation (with a grade) from the professor. These students
were then assigned a six-minute speech with specific instruc-
tions to correct any errors committed in their first presenta-
tion as well as avoiding the duplication of other speaker's
shortcomings. Following every speaking performance, the
questionnaire (on the introductory portion of the speech)
was completed by each class member, by the professor, and by
the speaker himself. When all the speeches were completed,
the results of the questionnaire were tabulated for each
speaker
.
Having completed their second informative speech, Group
"C's" involvement in the major portion of the experiment was
finished. Toward the end of the semester, data was gathered
from this class to measure their desire to use VTR equipment
and to have a "respeak" session.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF STUDY
This chapter describes, step by step, how the instrument
questionnaire responses were recorded and tabulated. However
prior to addressing the four questions with which this study
is concerned, an explanation of the testing procedures is
provided. The first question of the study is addressed
followed by a comparative chart of the average overall class
questionnaire results between Class A and B along with statis
tical findings. The second study question is presented
followed by two comparative charts of the average individual
question returns for classes A and B, along with statistical
findings. Questions three and four followed the same format
as described above. Chapter Four concludes with a summation
of "end-of-semester-opinionnaire" results for classes A, B,
and C
.
Questionnaire Response Tabulations
When all the speeches were completed, the results of the
questionnaires were tabulated for each speaker in the follow-
ing manner:
Step 1: On a master sheet, the number of student re-
sponses to each question were recorded as illustrated by the
following sample question in which sixteen people answered
the questionnaire.
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Did the introduction secure attention and arouse interest?
11 HI 1111 1111 111
Excellent V. Good Good Average B. Average Poor V. Poor
Step 2 . The same procedure as described above was per-
formed on the questionnaire filled out by the professor and
by the speaker.
Step 3. The value of each category (7 being excellent,
1 being very poor) was multiplied times the number of responses
in that category.
Example
:
Did the introduction secure attention and arouse interest?
11 111 1111 1111 111
7 6 5 4 3 2 1
7x2-14 6x3=18 5x4=20 4x4=16 3x3=9
Step 4. Results of the multiplication were then added
and a total figure was recorded in the right hand margin.
Example
Did the introduction secure attention and arouse interest?
11 111 1111 1111 Hl_
7 6 5 4 3 2 1
7x2=14 6x3=18 5x4=20 4x4=16 3x3=9
14+18+20+16+9 =============== 77
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Step 5. The total (in this case, 77) was then divided
by the number of people who responded to the question.
. . .which,
in the above sample question, was 16.
Thus, 77 16 = 4.8 (Individual Question Score).
Step 6. The individual question scores (4.8, etc.) were
added together and divided by the number of questions in the
questionnaire which, with this particular questionnaire, was
12. The number resulting from this division is called the
"overall averaged performance score." (SEE SAMPLE ON FOLLOWING
PAGE ) .
The underlined number appearing at the top of the sample
questionnaire represents the "overall average performance
score" (as judged by members of the audience, speaker and
professor) for each individual's introduction. Subsequently,
each speaker's "overall average performance score" was totaled
by class and divided by the number of students in class. As
a result of this division numbers were produced which repre-
sent a class average performance score and are found in
Tables 3 and 6.
For "overall average performance score" totals of Section
A's practice introduction (listener, speaker, professor
evaluation of "speak" and "respeak") see Appendix D.
Similarly see Appendix E for "overall average performance
score" totals of Section A's second speech introduction
(listener, speaker, professor evaluation).
5 •
3
= overall average
performance score
1 . Did the introduction secure attention and arouse interest?
11 111 1111 1111 in 4
Excellent V . Poor Good Average B. Aver. Poor V". Poor
2. Was the proposition of the speech well defined and clear?
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
3
Did the introduction relate the subject to the needs of
the audience?
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
4. Was the introduction relevant to the subject?
4.8
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
5. Did the speaker arrange his initial summary in such a way
that you knew precisely what points he would cover in
the body of the speech?
4.9
E. V.G. ~1T. A. BTiA7 ~T~ V7FT
6. Did you feel the timing
priate for the topic?
of the introduction was appro-
5 . 7
E. V.G. G. B.A. A P. V.P.
Rate the speaker' s delivery in terms of the following
7. EYE CONTRACT 5 . 3
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
8. POSTURE 5 . 6
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
9. GESTURES 5 . 5
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
10. CONVERSATIONAL
VOICE 5.8
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
11. DISTINCT VOICE 5.9
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
12. PRONUNCIATION 6 .
4
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
please CIRCLE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 63..3 t 1
LISTENER SPEAKER PROFESSOR
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See Appendix F for "overall average performance score"
totals of Section B's practice introduction (listener, speaker,
professor evaluation), and Appendix G for "overall average
performance score 1 ' totals of Section B’s second speech intro-
duction (listener, speaker, professor evaluation).
"Overall average performance score" totals of Section C's
practice introduction (listener, speaker, professor evaluation)
are given in Appendix H and "overall average performance
score" totals of Section C's second speech introduction
(listener, speaker, professor evaluation) are shown in Appen-
dix I
.
Each speaker's individual question score (4.8, etc.) as
indicated in sample questionnaire was totaled (by question
category) with the individual question score of each class
member and divided by the number of people in the class. As
a result of this division numbers were produced which repre-
sent a class average performance score in each category. These
numbers are found in Tables 4, 5, and 8.
Individual question performance score totals of Section
A's practice introduction (listener, speaker, professor
evaluation of "speak" and "respeak") are given in Appendix J.
See Appendix K for individual question performance score
totals for Section A's second speech introduction (listener,
speaker, professor evaluation).
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Appendix L presents individual question performance score
totals of Section B's practice introduction (listener, speaker,
professor evaluation) and Appendix M shows individual question
performance score totals of Section B’s second speech intro-
duction (listener, speaker, professor evaluation).
Individual question performance score totals of Section
C's practice introduction (listener, speaker, professor evalua-
tion) are provided in Appendix N. Appendix 0 gives individual
question performance score totals of Section C's second speech
introduction (listener, speaker, professor evaluation).
Testing Procedures
The statistical tests presented on the succeeding pages
follow the same general format. The tests compare the means
of two sets of data. Each set consists of differences be-
tween the scores of (1) the practice introduction and (2)
the students second speech introduction. The means of these
score differences have been compared and analyzed in an attempt
to identify whether there are significant differences between
their means
.
The definitions presented here will help in the compre-
hension of the tests' formulations.
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M
; The "true" mean of a group of numbers. This value is
theoretical and cannot be computed manually. The up-
coming tests will be comparing the true means of two
groups of data.
X: The "sample" mean of a group of numbers. This is simply
the average of the numbers that are being dealt with.
n: The number of elements in a set of numbers.
O
S : The variance of a group of numbers. This is a measure
of how spread out the numbers are from the sample mean.
It can be found by taking each number, one at a time,
finding the difference of this number and the mean, and
squaring this result.
This process is done for each number in the set and these
values are added. The toal is then divided by n-1.
i= 1
S: The standard deviation of a set of numbers. This is the
square root of the variance.
i.e. : S 2 = 1
n-1
n
S
w :
Used in the forthcoming formulations. It is obtained
from the following formula:
S
w
( ni -l) S x
2
+ (n
2
-l) S
2
2
n-j_ + n
2
-2
2
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Ho: The null hypothesis -- the first hypothesis to be tested.
Here it will always be that the true means of two groups
of data are equal.
HI: The alternative hypothesis. If Ho is rejected, this
hypothesis will be considered true. Here it will be that
the true mean of one group will be greater than that of
another (i.e. there is a significant difference In two
groups of data).
alpha: The level of significance of the test. (Usually .05
(5%) or .01 (1%)). This indicates the percentage of
time the hypothesis is rejected if, in fact, It is true.
^n^+n2~2; 1-alpha: This is a value obtained from the student t
distribution table, and used in subsequent formulations.
It represents a number which has 1-alpha probabi] ity to
the right for a t distribution with nq + p. 2-2 degrees of
freedom.
Also, subscripts of 1, 2, A, B, or C indicate that the
means, variances, etc., have come from their respective group.
For example: SA = Standard deviation of Group A.
Groups 1 and 2 will be used initially to set up the test-
ing procedure. They indicate two groups in general, and not
any specific ones.
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In all of the tests the null hypothesis (that the two
equal ) will he tested against the alternative hypo-
thesis (that the two means differ) at a level of significance,
alpha . Thus
:
Ho : M = M
1 2
vs
.
H 1 : M ! > M 2
The null hypothesis will be
cant different between the means
X„ - X,
where all of these variables have been defined previously.
From the data of the groups, the left side of the above
inequality can be found. From the student t tables, the
right side can be found for different alpha's. If the in-
equality holds for alpha equal to .01 or .05, then it is a
good test (a significant difference is realized).
As mentioned, four general questions were considered.
In testing them, the pattern was the same. A test was made
covering all three evaluations (listener, professor, and
speaker) together. If the test gave a significant difference
in the groups, conclusions about these groups were reached.
rejected (i.e., a signifi-
will be found) if
^n^ + n
2
- 2
,
1-alpha
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If the test failed, the three types of evaluations were then
tested on at a time to see if there were any significant
differences in the groups with respect to any of these
evaluations
.
Study Questions
The first question addressed by this study was: Did
Class "A" using the microteaching "respeak" principle with
VTR feedback, improve significantly overall as compared to
Class "B" which used everything except the "respeak."
The following table compares the first and last intro-
duction scores of Groups A and B in terms of listener, speaker,
and professor evaluation.
In regard to question 1, the following is being tested:
Ho
vs
.
H. > M,
where the subscripts a and b represent groups a and b. Ho
is rejected when:
X, - Xb a
SwV 1/na + 1/nb
<‘n + n.
a b
- 2
,
1-alpha
LISTENER
EVALUATION
SPEAKER
EVALUATION
PROFESSOR
EVALUATION
m
W
CQ
<H
86
COMPARISON
BETWEEN
GROUP
A
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B'S
AVERAGED
PERFORMANCE
SCORES
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It should be recalled that a comparison is being made
between improvements in the first practice introduction and
last speech introduction of groups A and B.
The first test uses the data from the three evaluations
over all 12 questions.
A. Overall Evaluations:
Data from Class A Data from Class B
X = .1417
a
S = .35486
a
n = 36
a
X
b =
.2
Sb = .30237
nb
= 36
No test was made inasmuch as it is obvious that there was no
chance for finding a significant difference in favor of
Group A (since Xb ^>X a ).
Similar tests were made comparing each of the evaluations
(listener, speaker, professor) separately, and no significant
differences were found.
Thus, there were no significant differences between im-
provements in overall scores of Group A as compared to overall
scores of Group B.
The second question addressed was: Did Class A, using
the microteaching "respeak" principle with VTR feedback im-
prove significantly in certain categories of questions as
compared to Class B, which used everything except the "respeak.
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See Tables 4 and 5 for Section A and Section B's class average
performance score in each of the question categories.
Careful examination of the data indicated that the scores
for the first six questions dealing with speech content im-
proved significantly with the "respeak." The two tables
below compare Group A to Group B along with appropriate tests
which indicate a signficant improvement when "respeak" is
used.
A. Overall Evaluations:
Data for Group A
X = .2611
a
S - .32018
a
n = 18
a
S.
2
= (n -1) S 2 + (n, -1) S h
2
x a a b b
S
2
=
. 09703 S
w
Data for Group B
X" = .0722
b
S = .30255
b
n, = 18
b
= 17 ( . 32018
)
2 + 17 ( . 30255
)
2
34
= .31149
X - X = .0722 - .2611
b a
S
w
1/n, ( . 31149) -\j 2/18 -1.819
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Since t34
,
.95 = —1.692 and — 1.819^ — 1.692
,
it can be
concluded that there is a signficant difference in the improve-
ments in the scores of Groups A and B in the first six ques-
tions .
Thus, it can be said statistically speaking, there is a
95% degree of certainty that questions 1-6 (dealing with
speech content) improved significantly in Group A as compared
to Group B over all three evaluations taken jointly. Since
the only difference in the two groups is the "respeak," the
improvement can be attributed to this.
The third study question addressed by this study was:
Did Class "B", using the VTR feedback, improve significantly
overal 1 as cornapred to Class "C" which used everything ex-
cept the VTR and "respeak."
The following table compares the first and last intro-
duction scores of Groups A and B in terms of listener, speaker,
and professor evaluation.
In regard to question 3, the following is being tested:
Ho M.b
M
c
vs
.
c
and Ho is rejected when
HI M
X X
c b
‘b
+ n -2, 1-alpha
c
S -./l/n + 1/n
w V b c
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Again the above question is being tested over all three
evaluations i_aken jointly. When no signficant differences
were found (i.e. Ho would not be rejected) tests were made
for each evaluation separately.
A. Overall Evaluations:
Data for Group B
X . 2
. 30237
36
Data for Group C
X = .1278
c
S = .32265
c
n = 36
(n -1) S, + (n -1) S
c c
n + n -2b c
3 5 ( . 3 0 2 3 7 )
2
+ 35C.32265) 2
70
S z = . 09760
w
31242
c b
S n/l/n + l/ n
v; v h r
. 1278 - .
2
( . 31242 ) V 2 / 36
- .98045
Although the above test represents a significant differ-
ence (at a confidence interval of 80-85%), statistically
speaking Ho cannot be rejected with a good degree of certainty.
Similar tests were made for the listener and professor
evaluations, and no significant differences were found. However,
the following speaker evaluation test showed statistical
improvement
.
LISTENER
EVALUATION
SPEAKER
EVALUATION
PROFESSOR
EVALUATION
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C.
2
S
w
S 2
Speaker Evaluation:
Data for Group B
X. = .4333
D
S = .23484
b
n, = 12
b
= (nh ~l) S
2
+ (n -1) S 2D b c c
n, + n _ ?b c
= .09344 S
w
Data for Group C
X
c
= .2083
S - .36296
c
n =12
c
= IK. 23484) + 11(. 36296)
22
.03569
X-X = .2083-. 4333
c b
= -1.803
S o/l/n + 1/n ( . 30569 ) li 2/12
w V c b
t2 2 , .95 = -1.717
Since -1.803<^- 1.717, there is a significant difference
at the 95% level. Therefore, it is 95% certain that the means
of the improvements in scores of Groups B and C are signifi-
cantly different— in speaker evaluation.
As was the case with question 1, there were no signifi-
cant differences between improvements in overall scores of
Group B as compared to overall scores of Group C. However,
from the test on the speaker's evaluation, it can be said
that there was a significant difference. Since the only
95
difference between the two groups was the use of VTR feedback,
it may be concluded that the VTR was the cause of the improve-
ment .
The fourth question this study addressed was: Did Class
B, using VTR feedback, improve significantly in certain
categories as compared to Group "C" which used everything ex-
cept the VTR and "respeak." See Tables 7 and 8 for Section B
and Section C's class average performance scores in each of the
question categories.
The use of VTR by Group B seemed to have a positive effect
in questions 7-12 which dealt with speech presentation. An
overall test on this improvement is as follows:
A. Overall Evaluations:
Data from Group B
X = .3278
b
S = .24925
b
n = 18
b
S
2
= (n -1) S
2
+ (n -1) S
w b b c c
n, + n -2b c
Data from Group C
X = .1778
c
S = .36065
c
n = 18
c
2
= 17C.24925) 2 + 18C.36065)
2
34
S
w
S =
w
2
. 09610 . 30999
96
nnrRTTDN
SCORES
FOR
GROUP
97
o
TABLE
8
AVERAGED
INDIVIDUAL
QUESTION
-
SCORES
FOR
GROUP
98
X - X
c b
S l/ 1/n + 1/n
w V h c
.1778 - .327!
( . 30999 ) Y'2/18
1.4516
This is significant at the 90% level ( t34
,
. 90 <-1.4516)
This may or may not be considered significant enough for
questions 7-12. Therefore questions 8-12 are tested for the
same conclusions, (overall evaluations):
. 333
.23805
15
. 1533
.3313!
15
= (n -1) S 2 + (n -1) S 2
b b c c
n + n -2
b c
.08324
14(.23805) 2 + 14( . 33138) 2
28851
X - X
c b
1533 - .333
S nfl/n + 1/n
w V b c
( 1 2 8
,
.95 = - 1.701)
- 1.7086
(. 28851) y2/15
Since -1.7086<- 1.701 it may be stated that for ques-
tions 8-12, there is a significant difference in the improve-
ment of the two groups (B and C ) at a confidence interval of
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ihus
,
for1 questions 7-12 (concerning speech delivery) over
all evaluations taken jointly, there is a difference between
Groups B and C at the 90% level and for questions 8-12 there
is a significant difference at the 95% level. Both of these
differences can be attributed to the VTR feedback since this
was the only varying factor.
Opinionnaire Returns for Class A, B, C
As mentioned earlier in this study, an opinionnaire was
administered to classes A, B, and C at the end of the semester.
Each of the three opinionnaires were very similar in that they
were all designed to measure reactions to the use (or possible
use) of VTR feedback, and the "respeak" technique. The
following information provided results for each of thf three
classes and refers the reader to the actual opinionnaires
(with specific percentage results) used in Sections A, B, and
C.
Results for Class A
Section A's "end-of-semester opinionnaire” results regard-
ing the use of VTR feedback and the "respeak" technique re-
vealed that: 62% of Section A participants found the VTR
helpful in terms of providing feedback, 70% of the class
favored this type of feedback over verbal critiques, 70% felt
the VTR was more of a help than a hindrance, and 62% would have
liked to continue using the VTR approach.
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In reference to the "respeak" session, 88% of Section A
felt it was a valuable technique for increasing one's skill
in building sound introductions. Eighty—eight percent also
felt the respeak 1, had a direct influence on the improvement
of their introductions, 82% felt the "respeak" was not repeti-
tive, and 88% of the class favored continued use of the "re-
speak" technique (see Appendix C for a copy of Section A's
opinionnaire along with the percentage results of each specific
category ) .
Results for Class B
Section B's "end-of -semester opinionnaire" results re-
garding the use of VTR feedback and the possible use of the
"respeak" technique, revealed that: 94% of Section B partici-
pants found the VTR helpful in terms of providing feedback,
76% of the class favored this type of feedback over verbal
critiques, 83% felt the VTR was more of a help than a hindrance,
and 88% would have liked to continue using the VTR approach.
In reference to possibly using the "respeak" approach,
52% of Section B felt they would have profited by repeating
their introductions (within 15 minutes) to a new audience
making use of suggestions for improvement (see Appendix C
for a copy of Section B's opinionnaire along with the percen-
tage results of each specific category.
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Res ults for Class C
Regarding Section C's "end
-of- seinester opinionnaire"
results concerning the possible use of VTR as a means of
feedback, 72-6 of Section C participants indicated that they
felt VTR feedback would have been helpful, 67% of the class
felt that the verbal critique of their performance was suffi-
cient, while less than half of the class (47%) felt that if
they used the VTR, it might have been more of a help than a
hindrance
.
As far as using the "respeak" technique was concerned, a
little less than half the class (47%) felt they would have
profited by repeating the introduction (within 15 minutes) to
a new audience making use of suggestions for improvement (see
Appendix C for a copy of Section C's opinionnaire alorg with
the results of each specific category)
.
It seems apparent, therefore, that after people try the
"respeak" technique and use VTR feedback, they feel it helps
them. However, as the percentages for Section C indiciate,
people unfamiliar with the above-mentioned techniques would
rather not try them.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter includes: what the study attempted to
do, summary of achieved results, conclusions drawn from
the study, and suggestions for future research.
Summary
Purpose .
The investigator of this study found many speech stu-
dents committing the same speaking errors over and over
again. As a consequence, it was decided that the purpose
of this study would be to test whether or not the micro-
teaching "respeak" principle, and the use of video tape
recorder (VTR) feedback would eliminate the duplication
of speaking errors and therefore increase a student's
skill in building sound introductions to informative speeches.
Procedures .
The design of this study included three beginning
speech classes with each group receiving different treat-
ment. In the beginning of the semester, all groups were
exposed, through lectures and discussions, to those ele-
ments necessary for building sound introductions. All
three classes viewed videotaped examples of good and bad
introductions given by former speech students. A±ter
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having been exposed to the ingredients necessary for effec-
tively beginning an informative speech, all groups reviewed
a questionnaire conxaining those very elements deemed neces-
sary for proper introductions. It was explained that the
questionnaire was to be used to measure audience reactions
during their presentations. This questionnaire had been
pretested on a similar audience to determine whether or
not the class comprehended its content, and whether or not
the class understood how it was to be used. At this point
in the study, each of the three groups was treated diffe-
rently in an attempt to answer the following study questions
1. Did Class "A", using the microteaching "respeak"
principle with VTR feedback, improve significantly overall
as compared to Class "B" which used everything except the
"respeak .
"
2. Did Class "A", using the microteaching "respeak"
principle with VTR feedback, improve significantly in cer-
tain categories of questions as compared to Class "B"
which used everything except the "respeak."
3. Did Class "B"
,
using VTR feedback, improve signi-
ficantly overall, as compared to Class "C" which used
everything except the VTR and "respeak."
4. Did Class "B" , using VTR feedback, improve signi-
ficantly in certain categories, as compared to Class "C"
which used everything except the VTR and "respeak."
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Group "A" proceeded in the following fashion: A
practice introduction was given and videotaped, question-
naires were filled out by students, the speaker and pro-
fessor, a critique session followed, and all speakers viewed
themselves on tape.
After 15 minutes these students gave a "respeak" of
their same introduction utilizing suggestions for improve-
ment made during the first critique session. Questionnaires
were also filled out on this performance by the speaker,
the listeners, and the professor. Hence, at this point,
questionnaire data had been gathered from not only the
first introduction, but the revised introduction as well
(the respeak). A few days later this group delivered their
entire 10-minute speeches and received verbal feedback
from both the class and the professor. Several weeks
later this group gave six-minute informative speeches,
and just the introductory portion of the speech was rated
(on the pretested questionnaire) by the class, the pro-
fessor, and the speaker himself. The questionnaire results
were then tabulated and the major portion of the experiment
was completed for "A" section.
Group "B" followed the same procedures as Group "A"
with one major exception--they were not allowed to immedia-
tely do a "respeak" of their practice introductions.
Group "C" proceeded in the same fashion as did Group
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"A" and "B". However, they did not use the VTR equipment,
nor were chey allowed to give a "respeak" of their practice
introduction
.
At the end of the semester, an opinionnaire was admi-
nistered to Groups "A", "B", and "C" in order to measure
student interest in the following:
a) the use, or possible use, of VTR feedback
' b) the use, or possible use, of the "respeak
technique
Results .
Study question number one asked: Did Class "A", using
the microteaching "respeak" principle with VTR feedback,
improve significantly overall as compared to Class "B"
which used everything except the "respeak"? Questionnaire
tabulations revealed that: Class "A" (using VTR, but no
"respeak") in terms of listener, speaker, and professor
evaluation (taken jointly) on all the questionnaire cate-
gories. Tests also revealed that Class "A" did not differ
significantly from Class "B" in terms of listener, speaker,
and professor evaluations (taken separately) on all the
questionnaire categories.
The second study question asked: Did Class "A", using
the microteaching "respeak" principle with VTR feedback,
improve significantly in certain categories of questions
as compared to Class "B" which used everything except the
"respeak. " Returns regarding question two were positive
in that there was a statistically significant different
between Class "A" and "B" in terms of certain question
categories. Results indicated that students Improved
significantly when the "respeak" technique was used in
the specific areas pertaining to speech content (Items 1-6).
(
The third study question asked: Did Class "B", using
VTR feedback, improve significantly overall as compared to
Class "C" which used everything except the VTR and "re-
speak". Questionnaire returns regarding this question
showed that, although Class "B" (which used VTR feedback)
did improve, the improvement did not differ significantly
from Class "C" (which did not use VTR) in terms of listener,
speaker, and professor evaluations (taken jointly) on all
the questionnaire categories.
Tests also revealed that Class "B" did not differ
significantly from Class "C" in terms of listener and pro-
fessor evaluations (taken separately) on all the question-
naire categories. However, tests did reveal that Class
"B" did improve significantly in terms of just speaker
evaluation on all the questionnaire categories.
The last study question asked: Did Class "B" using
VTR feedback, improve significantly in certain categories
as compared to Class "C" which used everything except the
VTR and "respeak". Questionnaire results regarding the
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above question were favorable since there was a statisti-
cally significant difference between Class "B" and Class
C in terms of certain questionnaire categories. ADpro-
priate tests showed that speech delivery (questions 7-12)
improved significantly when VTR feedback was used as com-
pared to Class "C" which did not use the VTR.
Opinionnaire results showed that the majority of those
who used the "respeak" technique felt it was helpful in
terms of becoming more proficient as a public speaker. The
same results were true for the use of VTR feedback. How-
ever, opinionnaire returns also indicated that the majority
of those who did not use either the "respeak" or VTR, would
rather not try them.
Conclusions
Questionnaire Conclusions .
The results of this study lead one to conclude that,
according to combined judgments of listeners, speakers, and
professor, a class using the "respeak" technique along with
VTR feedback will do no better than a class just using VTR
feedback in terms of content and delivery improvement.
A second conclusion that may be inferred from the re-
sults of this study is as follows: A class using the "re-
speak" technique along with VTR feedback will improve (accord-
ing to combined judgments of listener, speaker, and nro-
fessor) over a class just using VTR feedback, in terms of
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speech content.
In short, if a class uses the "respeak" technique
with VTR feedback, the content of their speeches will im-
prove over a class just using VTR feedback,
It may be further concluded that
,
according to com-
bined judgments of listeners, speaker, and professor, a
class using VTR feedback will improve (although not signi -
ficantly ) over a class not using VTR feedback in terms of
content and delivery. However, with the use of VTR feed-
back there was a statistically significant improvement of
a speaker’s evaluation of his own personal performance in
terms of content and delivery. In other words, a speaker
using VTR feedback feels he has improved more than a speaker
who does not use VTR feedback.
Also, from the results of this study, it may be sur-
mised that a class using VTR feedback will improve (accord-
ing to combined judgments of listeners, speaker, and pro-
fessor) over a class not using VTR feedback, in terms of
speech delivery.
Opinionnaire Conclusions .
According to the opinionnaire results, it may be con-
cluded that students will respond favorably to the "respeak"
technique after they have used it. The same conclusion holds
true for the use of VTR feedback. However, it may be fur-
ther concluded that if students have not tried the "respeak"
or the VTR, they will be somewhat apprehensive about the
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value of these two techniques.
Recommendations
This study transferred the microteaching "respeak”
principle (with VTR feedback) to the speech classroom and
met with a statistically significant amount of success.
It seems appropriate that this transferability concept
could be further developed between the areas of public
speaking and microteaching. For example, in carrying out
this study, this investigator also "borrowed" the micro-
teaching concept of isolating and practicing specific
tasks. As has been explained, one advantage of microteach-
ing is isolating certain teaching skills (such as reinfor-
cement) and then focusing one's attention on the develop-
ment of that particular skill. By having students prac-
tice just the introductory portion of their speeches at
the beginning of the semester, this investigator was actual-
ly separating and working with one segment of the speech
as opposed to the entire speech. Since all of the classes
involved in this study made use of the "isolate and prac-
tice" technique, there was no way to determine whether or
not students who practiced a portion of their speech were
ultimately more proficient than speakers who did not use
this technique would seem like a sound recommendation.
Since one purpose of microteaching is to assist tea-
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chers in "the art of communication, and, since speech tea-
chers are constantly encouraging their students to be more
effective communicators
,
this investigator recommends the
following: 1. that speech teachers enroll in a micro-
teaching course and familiarize themselves with the micro-
teaching process. This action could possibly generate new
thoughts as to how microteaching might assist public
speaking instruction. 2. that microteaching supervisors
enroll in a beginning public speaking course. Again, the
speech class could possibly provide the supervisor with
new insight as to how the microteaching setting might be
improved
.
A process in the field of public speaking that re-
ceived a great deal of attention is termed audience ana-
lysis. This technique involves a speaker learning as much
as possible about his or her audience through the use of
questionnaires (such as a classroom situation) or by sim-
ply asking a chairperson for information concerning the
audience. To "read" an audience, speakers will sift
through questions such as: Who's out there? What is the
age, sex, occupation, religion, nationality, race, and
socio-economic background of my audience? What are their
interests? With this information, the speaker is ready to
compose the speech in such a way that the audience can truly
relate to what is said: the experiences cited are familiar.
Ill
and the language used is clear and to the point.
Since one goal of microteaching is to assist teachers
in becoming better communicators, one must ask, "Is the
student losing his share of the educational profit because
teachers are not analyzing their audience?" Many "student
evaluation of faculty" questionnaires are indicating student
dissatisfaction which could partially be the result of tea-
chers not asking themselves, "Who's out there?" Knowing
a student's background will assist educators in using rele-
vant, meaningful illustrations, and hopefully "boring tea-
cher" becomes a foreign phrase. By being tuned into a
student's intellectual capability the popular phrase, "He's
over my head" becomes less popular. An awareness of stu-
dent goals helps eliminate, "I'm not learning what I wanted
to learn .
"
Even though microteaching supervisors are usually
aware of the importance of audience analysis, the degree
to which a speaker develops this process could possible be_
transferred to the microteaching setting. If teachers, like
many successful speakers
,
can use the process of audience
analysis to foresee problems before they become problems,
then much agonizing could be circumvented. This investiga-
tor, therefore, recommends a study be conducted whereby a
group of beginning teachers gather extensive information
on their students through the use of questionnaires. The
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teachers could then use the information to assist them in
the conveyance of more meaningful information.
Students are, for the most part, apprehensive about
offering their peers constructive criticism. However, as
was emphasized throughout this study, constructive comments
are necessary if one is to improve. This investigator found
his study participants most cooperative in offering helpful
suggestion to fellow classmates. As was mentioned earlier
video tapes of former speech students giving "poor," "fair,"
and "good" introductions were shown to each of the three
study groups early in the semester. As these tapes were
shown, members of each class were asked to identify posi-
tive and negative elements in each of the presentations.
Constructive criticism of the abovementioned video tapes
flowed quite freely and could very well have been the cause
of each student's willingness to freely critique one another
later in the semester. This investigator, therefore, re-
commends that speech teachers show their classes tapes of
"poor," "fair," and "good" speeches since this technique
seems to take the guesswork out of what makes a good or
bad speech, and also seems to enhance one's willingness
to critique a classmate's performance.
This investigator would also like to suggest that a
study be made comparing the use of the "respeak" technique
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to its non-use. The reader will recall that this study
compared a class using the "respeak” technique and VTR
feedback combined, to a class just using VTR feedback.
Thus, a class could give a speech, hear constructive com-
ments from the listeners and professor, and within 15 minutes
repeat the speech making use of suggestions for improvement.
This same class could then be compared to another class
that did not use the "respeak" process. Another recommen-
dation could also be made concerning the ' "respeak" techni-
que. Inasmuch as the "respeak" technique improved the con-
tent of a speaker's introduction, it would seem beneficial
for one to test whether or not the improvement came as a
result of giving the speech twice
,
or whether the improve-
ment could be attributed to the fact that the speakers
were critiqued twice.
The author of this study would like to conclude by
offering some personal suggestions for those people who
might consider the "respeak" and VTR approach, or for those
who may wish to consider using VTR feedback by itself. The
"respeak" plus VTR approach was a process that demanded a
goodly amount of time and necessitated a fair amount of
coordination. Consequently, this process is recommended
to those teachers who have fairly small classes (16 stu-
dents or less) and/or to those teachers who are not restricted
too rigidly by time limitations. Also, if a teacher is ex-
ceptionally concerned with content improvement, the combined
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"respeak" and VTR approach responded very favorably to the
process, making the entire semester a thoroughly enjoyable
experience. For those teachers considering just the VTR
feedback, this investigator would like to add a word of
caution. VTR equipment can be demanding in terms of time
and one must be prepared for the normal amount of mal-
functioning. Again, if classes are fairly small, and time
is not a serious problem, this technique is highly recom-
mended. The class in this study that used just the VTR
approach also responded very favorably to the process and
again, a very positive class attitude prevailed.
In closing, the results of this study were found to
be most encouraging, and the author of this study will
continue using the techniques described herein when time,
class numbers, and equipment availability permit.
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APPENDIX A
Student Background Questionnaire
Name Section Date
Occupation
Address
Age. Sex Phone
High School Attended Year
Speech Courses Taken
Speeches Given
Dramatic Activities Participated in
Major Interest in High School
Major Interest in College
Known Speech and/or Hearing Defects
Do you plan to transfer to a 4 year college?
Were you in a college preparatory course in
high school?
What year are you now? (Freshman or Sophomore)
What I hope to derive from this course
Additional information you think might be helpful
Travel, Interests, Hobbies, Places you have lived or visired,
etc
.
APPENDIX B
Study Questionnaire
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1. Did the introduction secure attention and arouse interest?
Excellent Very Good Good Average Belov; Average Poor Very Poor
2. Was the proposition of the speech well defined and clear?
E. V . G . G. A. B . A. P. V.P.
3. Did the introduction relate the subject to the needs of the
audience?
in ttg~. g~. a: btat pt vTpj
4. Was the introduction relevant to the subject?
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
5.
Did the speaker arrange his initial summary in such a way
that you knew precisely what points he would cover in the
body of the speech?
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
6.
Did you feel the timing of the introduction was appropriate
for the topic?
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
Rate the speaker's delivery in terms of the following:
7. EYE CONTACT
8.
9.
E.
POSTURE
V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
TT
GESTURES
> “ITT A. B.A. P. V.P.
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
10. CONVERSATIONAL
VOICE
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
11. DISTINCT
VOICE
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
12. PRONUNCIATION
E. V.G. G. A. B.A. P. V.P.
PLEASE CIRCLE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:
LISTENER SPEAKER PROFESSOR
APPENDIX C
Study Opinionnaire (with Results
)
for Section A
Study Opinionnaire (with Results for Section B
Study Opinionnaire (with Results for Section C
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OPINIONNAIRl RESULiS iOR SECTION A (Practice Introduction, VTR, Pespcak)
1 .
HELPFUL
FEEDBACK
Percentage of Respondence Marking Each Catagory
Did you find
you feedback
38% 12%
the VTR playback helpful in terms of giving
as to your sneaking strengths and weaknesses?
MOM-HELPFUL
-_l!i 26% 12% FEEDBACK
2 .
VTR VERY
NECESSARY
Do you feel that sane insight into youf strengths and
weaknesses could have been achieved with just the cri-
tique session, and that the VTR was not necessary?
VTR NOT
12° 26% 32% 6% 6% 6 3 2% NECESSARY
3. Did you feel the VTR was more of a hindrance than
a help?
MOT AT ALL A A GREAT
HINDRANCE 38% 6% 26% 18% 12% HINDRANCE
4 .
DEFINITELY
CONTINUE
Would you like to continue using the VTR as a means
of feedback for improving your speaking abilities?
DEFINITELY
38% 18% 6% S% 32% NOT CONTINUE
5.
EXTREMELY
VALUABLE
Did you find the ''Respeak' session valuable as a means
of increasing your skills and expertise in composing
and deliverinr effective introductions?
NOT AT ALL
S7% 1 2 % 19% 12% VALUABLE
G.
A GREAT
INFLUENCE
Do you think the ''Respeak" directly influenced any
improvement in your composing and delivering an effec-
tive introduction?
NO
51% 19% 12% 12% INFLUENCE
7. Did you find
of time?
MOT AT ALL
REPETITIVE— 57% 19%.
TIME WELL STENT
tilt "Respeak" too repetitive and a waste
6 % 12 % 6 %
VERY REPETITIVE
AMD A GREAT
WASTE OF TIME
8 .
DEFINITELY
CONTINUE
Would you like to continue using the "Respeak" tech-
nique for potentially improving your skills in other
areas of public speaking, such as building sound con-
clusions?
DEFINITELY
61% 25% 12% 12% NOT CONTINUE
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OPIMIONMAIRE RESULTS FOR SECTION B (Practice Introduction, VTR, Respeak)
Percentage of Respondence Marking Each Category
1 .
HELPFUL
FEEDBACK
Did you find the VTR playback helpful in terras of giv-
ing you feedback as to your speaking strengths and weak-
nesses?
WON-HELPFUL
23% 41% 30% 6% . FEEDBACK
2 .
VTR VEFY
NECESSARY
Do you feel the same insight into your strengths and
weaknesses could have been achieved with just the cri-
tique sessions, and that the VTR was not necessary?
VTR NOT
30% 23% 2 3% 18% 6% NECESSARY
3.
Did you find the VTR more of a hindrance than a help?
NOT AT ALL A A GREAT
HINDRANCE 30% 3 5% 13% 6% 6% 6% HINDRANCE
4.
Would you like to continue using the VTR as a means
of feedback for improving your speaking abilities?
DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
CONTINUE 41% 3 5% 12% 12% NOT CONTINUE
WOULD
LIKE .
FP.OFr
5.
Do you think that you would have profited bv regiving
your introduction (within 15 minutes) to a new audience
making use of suggestions for improvement
?
WOULD MOT SEEK
'yrRY PROFITABLE
3LE ‘ 22% 12% 18% 12% 18% _6%_ _12%_ AT ALL
131
OrTMIONNAIRE RESULTS FOR S EOT I Oil C (Practice Ir. troduc t:ion
, No VTR,
No Respeak)
Percentage of Respondence Marking Each Catagory
1 .
HELPFUL
FEEDBACK
Do you thunk that seeing yourself on videotape would
have been help r ul in terns of giving you feedback as
to your speaking strengths and weaknesses?
13* 13 * 7% 1 % 1 % 7%
MON-HELPFUL
FEEDBACK
2. Did you feel that the verbal critique of your strengths
and weaknesses was sufficient feedback and that VTR
feedback would not be necessary?
y r p 3AI VFP 0 ai
CRITIQUE. 13% 34% 20% 7% 13% 13% CRITIOUF.
MORE THAN NOT SUFFICIENT
SUFFICIENT
3. Do you think tnat the VTR would be more of a hindrance
than a help?
HOT AT ALL ' A GREAT
A HINDRANCE HINDRANCE
20% 7% 20% 13% 70), 7% 13%
4.
Do you think that you would have profited by reviving
your introduction (within IS minutes) to a new audience
making use of sucres tiont for im.nrover'C-nt ?
WOULD CEE" ‘ WOULD HOT SEEM
LIKE A VERY PROFITABLE
PROFITABLE 13% 27% 7% 20% 70% 13% AT ALL.
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APPENDIX J
Individual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Listener Evaluation of "Speak”
Performance
)
Individual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Listener Evaluation of "Respeak"
Performance
Individual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Speaker Evaluation of "Speak"
Performance
Individual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Speaker Evaluation of "Respeak"
Performance
Individiual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Professor Evaluation of "Speak'
Performance
Individual Question Performance Score Totals for Section A's
Practice Introduction (Professor Evaluation of "Respeak"
Performance
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